
 

   

EPA/ROD/R08-90/037
1990

  EPA Superfund

   

Record of Decision:

   

ROCKY MOUNTAIN ARSENAL (USARMY)
EPA ID:  CO5210020769
OU 17
ADAMS COUNTY, CO
05/14/1990



Text:

            *    SHORT- AND LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS;

            *    PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT;

            *    REDUCTION OF MOBILITY, TOXICITY, OR VOLUME;

            *    COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE;

            *    IMPLEMENTABILITY;

            *    COST-EFFECTIVENESS.

   #IRAA
   4.0  INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION ALTERNATIVES

   THE CWTS IRA WAS ORIGINALLY CONCEIVED TO CONSIST OF ASSESSMENTS OF
   PROCESS TREATMENT SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES THAT COULD BE ADDED TO THE
   EXISTING SOUTH PLANTS WATER TREATMENT SYSTEM.  DURING THE DRAFTING OF
   THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM ASSESSMENT (WATERWAYS EXPERIMENT
   STATION, 1989), PLANS TO CLOSE THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA RESULTED IN A
   MODIFICATION OF THE ASSESSMENT TO INCLUDE THE ALTERNATIVE OF A NEW
   SYSTEM SITED OUTSIDE OF THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA.

   THE BASIC ALTERNATIVES FOR SYSTEM MODIFICATION AND IMPROVEMENT WERE
   CONSIDERED, INCLUDING POSSIBLE UNIT PROCESS ADDITIONS TO THE EXISTING
   TREATMENT SYSTEM.

   THE ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFIED IN THE CERCLA WASTEWATER ASSESSMENT WERE
   EVALUATED BASED UPON THE EXTENT TO WHICH THEY MEET THE IRA OBJECTIVES
   AND CERCLA IRA CRITERIA.

   4.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

            *    THE SOUTH PLANTS TREATMENT SYSTEM HAS A DECREASED FLOW
                 RATE (ABOUT TWO GALLONS PER MINUTE), AND THE ARMY HAS
                 DECIDED TO CLOSE THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA.  SINCE IRA
                 ACTIVITIES ARE EXPECTED TO GENERATE SUBSTANTIAL QUANTITIES
                 OF WASTEWATERS, THE NEED FOR AN INCREASED CAPACITY OF
                 WASTEWATER TREATMENT EXISTS.  THEREFORE, THE NO ACTION
                 ALTERNATIVE IS ELIMINATED AS A VALID OPTION FOR MEETING
                 THE IRA GOAL AS MEASURED BY THE CRITERIA OF LONGTERM
                 EFFECTIVENESS AND PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
                 ENVIRONMENT.

   4.2 MODIFICATION OF THE EXISTING SYSTEM

   ALTHOUGH THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA IS SCHEDULED TO BE CLOSED, SPECIAL
   PROVISIONS COULD BE MADE FOR CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE SOUTH PLANTS
   TREATMENT SYSTEM IN ITS PRESENT LOCATION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS
   EVALUATED AND ELIMINATED AS A VALID OPTION FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

            *    IN ORDER TO PROVIDE THE ADDITIONAL UNIT PROCESSES AND
                 LIQUID STORAGE CAPACITY NEEDED TO ADEQUATELY TREAT CERCLA
                 WASTEWATERS, A NEW BUILDING AND MODIFICATIONS TO THE
                 EXISTING BUILDING WOULD HAVE TO BE INSTALLED.  SOIL WOULD
                 BE DISTURBED AND SUBSTANTIAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY WOULD
                 OCCUR WITHIN THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA.  THE EXISTING BUILDING
                 AND EQUIPMENT WOULD HAVE TO BE DECONTAMINATED IN ORDER TO
                 INSTALL NEW EQUIPMENT AND TO RENOVATE EXISTING EQUIPMENT.



                 THUS, THIS ALTERNATIVE RANKS LOW AGAINST THE CRITERIA OF
                 PROTECTIVENESS OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

            *    PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTING THIS OPTION, THE TYPES AND LEVEL OF
                 CONTAMINANTS IN SOIL AND ON THE EXISTING BUILDING AND
                 EQUIPMENT WOULD HAVE TO BE CHARACTERIZED SO AS TO PREVENT
                 THE SPREAD OF CONTAMINATION AND TO PROTECT THE HEALTH AND
                 SAFETY OF WORKERS.  THIS WILL BE DONE PRIOR TO FINAL
                 REMEDIATION OF THE SOUTH PLANTS.  HOWEVER, IT IS NOT
                 PLANNED TO BE DONE IN A TIME FRAME SUITABLE FOR
                 IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS IRA.  IF THE SITE CHARACTERIZATION
                 WERE ACCELERATED, IT WOULD STILL DELAY IMPLEMENTATION OF
                 THIS IRA COMPARED TO THE ALTERNATIVE OF CONSTRUCTING A NEW
                 TREATMENT FACILITY AT A SITE KNOWN TO BE UNCONTAMINATED.
                 THUS, THIS ALTERNATIVE ALSO RANKS LOW AGAINST THE CRITERIA
                 OF IMPLEMENTABILITY.

            *    THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL LIKELY BE ONE
                 OF THE LAST FACILITIES TO BE DECOMMISSIONED AS PART OF THE
                 RMA FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION.  UTILITIES (ELECTRICITY, WATER
                 SUPPLY, AND A NEW CONNECTION TO THE SANITARY SEWER) WILL
                 HAVE TO BE MAINTAINED, AND ACCESS TO THE FACILITY WILL
                 HAVE TO BE ENSURED.  ITS CONTINUED USE COULD INTERFERE
                 WITH INTERIM AND FINAL MEASURES TO DECONTAMINATE THE SOUTH
                 PLANTS AREA.

            *    BY NOT SELECTING THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE FULL SALVAGE VALUE
                 OF THE EXISTING BUILDING, EQUIPMENT, AND TANKAGE WILL NOT
                 BE RECOVERED.  HOWEVER, THE EXITING FACILITY'S SALVAGE
                 VALUE IS SUBSTANTIALLY OFFSET BY THE COST OF A NEW SEWER
                 LINE THAT WOULD BE NEEDED IN THIS ALTERNATIVE TO CONNECT
                 THE EXISTING TREATMENT PLANT TO THE SANITARY SEWER (SEE
                 "FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT FOR THE SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM
                 INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION AT ROCKY MOUNTAIN ARSENAL", APRIL,
                 1989).  THUS, THIS ALTERNATIVE IS NOT CONSIDERED
                 COST-EFFECTIVE.

   4.3 NEW SYSTEM LOCATION AND CONFIGURATION

            *    A NEW CENTRALIZED FACILITY, LOCATED OUT OF THE SOUTH
                 PLANTS, FOR TREATMENT OF ALL WASTEWATER AT RMA IS A COST
                 EFFECTIVE ALTERNATIVE TO MANY TREATMENT FACILITIES LOCATED
                 NEAR THE SITE OF INDIVIDUAL REMEDIAL ACTIONS.  IN
                 ADDITION, THE PROPOSED DECONTAMINATION PAD FOR THE SOUTH
                 PLANTS SYSTEM SHOULD BE RELOCATED ADJACENT TO THE CWTS.

            *    SATELLITE DECONTAMINATION PADS STILL MAY BE REQUIRED AND
                 CONSTRUCTED AT SPECIFIC REMEDIAL ACTIONS.  THE USE OF
                 SATELLITE DECON PADS REDUCES THE TRANSPORT OF CONTAMINATED
                 EQUIPMENT THROUGHOUT THE BASE.

            *    ADDITIONAL STORAGE CAPACITY IN THE FORM OF FIVE TANKS,
                 EACH WITH A 10,000 TO 12,000 CAPACITY, WOULD ALLOW FOR
                 SEGREGATION OF WASTEWATERS REQUIRING INDIVIDUAL BATCH
                 TREATMENTS OR FOR TEMPORARY STORAGE OF WASTEWATERS
                 AWAITING TEST RESULTS.  THESE TANKS WOULD BE IN ADDITION
                 TO THE 150,000 GALLON BACKUP STORAGE CAPACITY NEEDED FOR
                 THE PLANT.

   4.4 UNIT PROCESS ALTERNATIVES

   THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM ASSESSMENT IDENTIFIED THREE
   POSSIBLE UNIT PROCESS ADDITIONS TO THE SOUTH PLANTS TREATMENT SYSTEM OR



   TO BE INCLUDED IN A NEW CWTS:

            *    CHEMICAL OXIDATION WAS PROPOSED AS A POTENTIAL UNIT
                 PROCESS ALTERNATIVE TO REDUCE LOADING ON THE ACTIVATED
                 CARBON UNITS.  THE COST-EFFECTIVE ADVANTAGE OF THIS OPTION
                 IS THAT NO CONTAMINATED RESIDUE REQUIRING DISPOSAL IS
                 PRODUCED.

            *    CHEMICAL PRECIPITATION/SEDIMENTATION WAS PROPOSED TO
                 REDUCE HEAVY METAL CONCENTRATIONS KNOWN TO BE IN SOME
                 WASTEWATERS AT RMA.  THESE METALS COULD POTENTIALLY
                 INTERFERE WITH AND REDUCE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE ORGANIC
                 REMOVAL PROCESS.

            *    A BIOLOGICAL REMEDIATION STEP WAS CONSIDERED AS A POSSIBLE
                 ADDITION TO THE TREATMENT SYSTEM.  HOWEVER, PROBLEMS
                 ASSOCIATED WITH NON-CONTINUOUS FLOW, SUSCEPTIBILITY TO
                 CONTAMINANTS, OR SHOCK LOADING SEEM INSURMOUNTABLE IN THE
                 SUSTENANCE OF A BIOLOGICAL POPULATION.

   CRE
   5.0 CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

   THE SIGNIFICANT EVENTS PERTAINING TO THE CWTS INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION
   ARE PRESENTED BELOW.

   DATE                                   EVENT

   1979          170,000 GALLON TANK INSTALLED.  CALLED THE SOUTH PLANTS
                 LIQUID WASTES COLLECTION SYSTEM.  ORIGINALLY DESIGNED TO
                 COLLECT LIQUIDS FROM LAUNDRY (BLDG 314) AND TWO LABS
                 (BLDGS 313 AND 743), BUT THE LAUNDRY NEVER DISPOSED OF
                 LIQUIDS TO THE TANK.

   DECEMBER      STOPPED USING THE CHEMICAL SEWER FROM SOUTH
   1981          PLANTS AREA TO BASIN F.  LIQUIDS FROM LABS THEN WENT
                 TO THE 170,000 GALLON TANK.

   APRIL         SOUTH PLANTS LIQUID TREATMENT SYSTEM INSTALLED,
   1982          CONSISTING OF A FILTER, GRANULAR ACTIVATED CARBON
                 UNIT, AND ACTIVATED ALUMINA UNIT.  ORIGINALLY
                 DESIGNED FOR GRAVITY DRIVEN FLUID FLOW.

   MAY           CHEMICAL SEWER REMOVAL BETWEEN THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA
   1982          AND BASIN F BEGAN.

   JUNE          STATE OF COLORADO, SHELL OIL COMPANY, US
   1987          ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND US ARMY AGREED THAT
                 CERTAIN INTERIM RESPONSE ACTIONS WOULD BE CONDUCTED.

   FEBRUARY      PROPOSED CONSENT DECREE (1988) LODGED IN THE CASE OF
   1988          US V. SHELL OIL COMPANY WITH THE US DISTRICT COURT IN
                 DENVER,  COLORADO.  THE CONSENT DECREE SPECIFIED THIRTEEN
                 INTERIM ACTIONS, INCLUDING THIS IRA, TO FACILITATE
                 REMEDIATION ACTIVITIES.

   MARCH         AIR STRIPPER AND PUMP INSTALLED ON THE EXISTING SOUTH
   1988          PLANTS TREATMENT SYSTEM.  PUMP ALLOWED AN INCREASED FLOW
                 RATE OF TWO TO FIVE GALLONS PER MINUTE.

   JULY 1988     CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM ASSESSMENT
   TO            PERFORMED (WATERWAYS EXPERIMENT STATION, 1989).



   MAY 1989

   LATE 1988     PEROXIDATION SYSTEMS, INC., ULTRAVIOLET/CHEMICAL
                 OXIDATION UNIT BROUGHT IN TO TEST CERCLA LIQUID
                 WASTEWATERS FROM ALL OVER THE ARSENAL.  THE SYSTEM WAS
                 ONLY USED FOR THE TESTS AND IS NOT BEING USED TO TREAT LAB
                 WATERS.

   FEBRUARY      FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT SIGNED.
   1989

   JULY          DRAFT ARARS COMPLETED BY THE ARMY AND SENT TO RELEVANT
   1989          AGENCIES FOR COMMENT.

   AUGUST        COMMENTS ON DRAFT ARARS RECEIVED FROM THE EPA,
   1989          STATE, AND SHELL.

   OCTOBER       REVISED DRAFT ASSESSMENT COMPLETED BY THE ARMY AND SENT
   1989          TO RELEVANT AGENCIES FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT.

   NOVEMBER      COMMENTS ON THE REVISED DRAFT ASSESSMENT RECEIVED
   1989          FROM THE EPA, STATE, AND SHELL.

   DECEMBER      PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT COMPLETED BY THE ARMY AND
   1989          ISSUED TO RELEVANT AGENCIES FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT.

   #SIRA
   6.0 SUMMARY OF THE INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION PROJECT

   CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY AND COLLOCATED
   DECONTAMINATION PAD IS THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE FOR THE CWTS INTERIM
   RESPONSE ACTION.  THIS SYSTEM IS INTENDED TO POTENTIALLY TREAT ALL RMA
   CERCLA ASSOCIATED WASTEWATERS, EXCEPT FOR THOSE TREATED BY THE HYDRAZINE
   BLENDING AND STORAGE FACILITY IRA TREATMENT SYSTEMS.  THE DECISIVE
   ADVANTAGES OF THIS APPROACH OVER THE NO ACTION AND MODIFICATION OF THE
   EXISTING SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES ARE THAT IT WILL NOT INTERFERE WITH FUTURE
   REMEDIAL ACTIONS IN THE CONTAMINATED SOUTH PLANTS AREA, AND IT WILL
   PROVIDE THE MOST EXPEDITIOUS MEANS OF ATTAINING TREATMENT OBJECTIVES.
   (SEE SECTION 8.3.1, "AMBIENT OR CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS.)  SPECIFIC
   MODIFICATIONS AND ADDITIONAL DETAILS DEPENDENT UPON DESIGN ANALYSIS WILL
   BE DETERMINED DURING THE IRA FINAL DESIGN AND DISCUSSED IN THE DRAFT
   IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT.

   6.1 SELECTED ALTERNATIVES

   THE FOLLOWING CONCEPT FOR THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM IS
   PLANNED FOR IMPLEMENTATION:

            *    A NEW, CENTRALLY LOCATED WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY AND
                 DECONTAMINATION PAD WILL BE CONSTRUCTED.  ADDITIONAL
                 DECONTAMINATION PADS WILL BE CONSTRUCTED AT SATELLITE
                 NON-TREATMENT WASTEWATER FACILITIES TO REDUCE THE MOVEMENT
                 OF CONTAMINATED TRUCKS AND EQUIPMENT OVER LONG DISTANCES.
                 EACH DECONTAMINATION PAD WILL CONSIST OF A WASH RACK WITH
                 A CURBED CONCRETE FLOOR, A SUMP WITH STEEL GRATING COVER,
                 AND ASSOCIATED SPRAY WASHING EQUIPMENT.

            *    THE NEW WATER TREATMENT FACILITY WILL BE CONSTRUCTED AT AN
                 UNCONTAMINATED LOCATION OUTSIDE THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA
                 SINCE THE ARMY'S FUTURE PLANS FOR THIS AREA INVOLVE ITS
                 CLOSURE.  THE LOCATION FOR A NEW TREATMENT FACILITY WILL
                 LIKELY BE ALONG "D" STREET, NEAR THE CENTER OF THE



                 ARSENAL.

            *    IN ADDITION TO THE 150,000 GALLON STORAGE CAPACITY NEEDED
                 FOR A TREATMENT SYSTEM, FIVE TANKS WILL BE CONSTRUCTED
                 WITH 10,000 TO 12,000 GALLON CAPACITIES.  THESE TANKS WILL
                 BE USED FOR SEGREGATION OF WASTEWATERS REQUIRING SPECIAL
                 TREATMENT AND FOR TEMPORARY STORAGE WHILE AWAITING TEST RESULTS.

   A PARTICULAR SEQUENCE OF UNIT PROCESSES WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE
   DESIGN PHASE FOR THIS IRA.  THE FOLLOWING UNIT PROCESS OPERATIONS WILL
   BE USED AT THE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY:

            *    CHEMICAL ADDITION/PRECIPITATION TO PROVIDE FOR
                 CLARIFICATION OF WASTEWATERS CONTAINING FINE SUSPENSIONS
                 AND REMOVAL OF HEAVY METALS WHICH MIGHT INTERFERE WITH THE
                 ORGANIC REMOVAL PROCESS.  SLUDGE WILL BE STABILIZED BY
                 DEWATERING OR SOLIDIFICATION, DEPENDING UPON THE TYPE OF
                 SLUDGE GENERATED.  SOLIDIFICATION MAY BE ACCOMPLISHED
                 USING A SIMPLE BARREL MIXING SYSTEM IN WHICH THE SLUDGE
                 AND ADDITIVES ARE MIXED AND ALLOWED TO CURE IN A DRUM.
                 STORAGE CAPACITY WILL BE REQUIRED TO ALLOW FOR ANALYSIS
                 AND ACCUMULATION OF ADEQUATE VOLUMES FOR
                 COST-EFFECTIVE TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL IN ACCORDANCE
                 WITH EPA CRITERIA.

            *    FILTRATION OF WASTEWATERS TO MINIMIZE OR ELIMINATE
                 RESIDUAL WASTE.  FILTRATION WILL LIKELY BE ACCOMPLISHED
                 USING BAG FILTERS INSTEAD OF A MULTI-MEDIA FILTER TO
                 MINIMIZE THE GENERATION OF ADDITIONAL WASTEWATER.  FILTERS
                 WILL PERIODICALLY BE WASHED, AND THE RESULTING RESIDUE
                 WILL BE COMBINED WITH THE PRECIPITATOR SLUDGE.  DUPLICATE
                 UNITS, EACH RATED TO HANDLE THE ANTICIPATED TREATMENT
                 RATE, WILL BE INCLUDED IN THE SYSTEM TO ALLOW FOR
                 MAINTENANCE AND REPLACEMENT OF FILTER BAGS WITHOUT
                 INTERRUPTION TO OPERATIONS.

            *    ULTRAVIOLET LIGHT/CHEMICAL OXIDATION POTENTIALLY MAY BE
                 USED BEFORE OTHER ORGANIC TREATMENT PROCESSES TO REDUCE
                 THE ORGANIC LOADING ON THAT REMOVAL PROCESS (I.E.,
                 GRANULAR ACTIVATED CARBON SYSTEMS AND AIR STRIPPING
                 PROCESS) OR SERVE AS A POLISHING PROCESS.  THIS PROCESS
                 DOES NOT GENERATE ANY RESIDUE REQUIRING FURTHER TREATMENT.

            *    ACTIVATED CARBON ADSORPTION.  THIS WILL BE USED TO REMOVE
                 ALMOST ALL ORGANICS WITH THE POSSIBLE EXCEPTION OF THOSE
                 VOLATILE COMPOUNDS WHICH ARE NOT WELL-ADSORBED BY CARBON.
                 WASTE CARBON WILL BE TRANSPORTED OFFSITE AND DISPOSED OF.
                 CONCEPTUALLY, THIS STEP WILL REQUIRE TWO CARBON-ADSORBER
                 COLUMNS, EACH CAPABLE OF HANDLING THE APPROXIMATE
                 TREATMENT RATE.  USED IN PARALLEL, MAINTENANCE,
                 INSPECTION, AND REPLACEMENT OF CARBON CAN BE CONDUCTED
                 WITHOUT AN INTERRUPTION OF OPERATIONS.  WHEN REQUIRED,
                 THESE COLUMNS CAN ALSO BE OPERATED IN SERIES MODE TO
                 INCREASE CONTACT TIME WITH THE INFLUENT.  STORAGE BINS FOR
                 FRESH AND SPENT CARBON WILL BE AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE
                 TREATMENT SYSTEM; ANNUAL CARBON USAGE SHOULD NOT EXCEED
                 5000 LBS PER YEAR.

            *    AIR STRIPPING CAN BE USED TO REMOVE ANY OF THE RESIDUAL
                 VOLATILE ORGANICS SURVIVING CARBON ADSORPTION TREATMENT.
                 STACK GAS MONITORING WILL BE REQUIRED TO VERIFY COMPLIANCE
                 WITH AIR QUALITY EMISSION STANDARDS.  CONTAMINATED RESIDUE
                 MAY OR MAY NOT BE PRODUCED BY THIS PROCESS, DEPENDING UPON



                 THE NEED FOR VENT GAS CONTROL.  THE EXISTING AIR STRIPPER
                 AT THE SOUTH PLANTS MAY BE SUFFICIENT FOR THIS PURPOSE
                 AND, IF SO, WILL BE RELOCATED TO THE NEW TREATMENT SYSTEM.

            *    AN ACTIVATED ALUMINA TREATMENT PROCESS WILL BE USED FOR
                 WASTEWATER CONTAMINATED WITH FLUORIDE, ARSENIC, AND OTHER
                 POTENTIAL CONTAMINANTS AS DETERMINED PRACTICAL.  ACTIVATED
                 ALUMINA WILL BE USED IN AN ADSORPTION COLUMN SIMILAR TO
                 THE CARBON ADSORPTION COLUMNS.  SPENT ACTIVATED ALUMINA
                 WILL BE MANAGED OFFSITE IN ACCORDANCE WITH EPA CRITERIA.

            *    AFTER RECEIPT OF ANALYTICAL TEST RESULTS WHICH CONFIRM
                 COMPLETION OF TREATMENT, DISCHARGE OF THAT EFFLUENT BATCH
                 TO THE SANITARY SEWER IS APPROPRIATE.  HOWEVER, PROVISIONS
                 WILL BE MADE TO ROUTE EFFLUENT FROM THE TREATMENT SYSTEM
                 INTO STORAGE TANKS SHOULD ADDITIONAL TESTING OR TREATMENT
                 BE NEEDED, IN WHICH CASE THIS STEP WILL BE REPEATED.

            *    THE ARMY WILL UTILIZE OFFSITE DISPOSAL FOR MANAGEMENT OF
                 CERCLA TREATMENT FACILITY SLUDGES AND RESIDUALS GENERATED
                 BY ITS OPERATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH EPA CRITERIA.

   6.2 HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN

   A SITE-SPECIFIC HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN FOR WORK TO BE PERFORMED ON THE
   CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL BE DEVELOPED AND INCLUDED IN THE
   IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT.  THIS SITE-SPECIFIC PLAN WILL CONTAIN THE
   DETAILS OF MONITORING PLANS, WORKER PROTECTION AND WORK MODIFICATIONS TO
   BE CONDUCTED IN THE EVENT THAT CERTAIN LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS ARE
   DETECTED OR IF NECESSARY TO ENSURE WORKER HEALTH AND SAFETY.

   ANALYSIS TO DETERMINE ANY POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS TO OFFSITE POPULATIONS
   WILL ALSO BE CONDUCTED AND AN IRA CONTINGENCY PLAN DEVELOPED TO PROVIDE
   FOR NOTIFICATION AND APPROPRIATE RESPONSE BY THE ARMY AND OTHER AGENCIES
   TO ANY HEALTH THREAT THAT POTENTIALLY MAY ARISE DURING OPERATION OF THE
   IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM.

   #IRA
   7.0 IRA PROCESS

   WITH RESPECT TO THIS IRA FOR THE CWTS, THE IRA PROCESS IS AS FOLLOWS:

   1. WITHIN 20 DAYS AFTER ISSUANCE OF THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT
   FOR THE CWTS IRA, AN ORGANIZATION (INCLUDING THE STATE IF IT HAS AGREED
   TO BE BOUND BY THE DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS, AS REQUIRED BY THE
   FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT, OR DOI UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES SET FORTH IN
   THE FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT) MAY INVOKE DISPUTE RESOLUTION.

   2. AFTER THE CLOSE OF THE PERIOD FOR INVOKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION (IF
   DISPUTE RESOLUTION IS NOT INVOKED) OR AFTER THE COMPLETION OF DISPUTE
   RESOLUTION (IF INVOKED), THE ARMY SHALL ISSUE A FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT
   FOR THE CWTS IRA WITH THE SUPPORTING ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.  THEREAFTER,
   THE DECISION DOCUMENT WILL BE SUBJECT TO JUDICIAL REVIEW IN ACCORDANCE
   WITH SECTIONS 113 AND 121 OF THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE,
   COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT OF 1980, AS AMENDED, 42 USC SECTIONS
   9613, 9621.

   3. FOLLOWING ISSUANCE OF THE FINAL IRA DECISION DOCUMENT, THE UNITED
   STATES ARMY SHALL BE THE LEAD PARTY RESPONSIBLE FOR DESIGNING AND
   IMPLEMENTING THE IRA IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE DECISION DOCUMENT.  THE
   ARMY SHALL ISSUE A DRAFT IRA IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT TO THE DOI, THE
   STATE, AND THE OTHER ORGANIZATIONS FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT.  THIS DRAFT



   IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT SHALL INCLUDE FINAL DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS,
   FINAL DESIGN ANALYSES, A COST ESTIMATE, AND A SCHEDULE FOR
   IMPLEMENTATION OF THE IRA.

   4. AS LEAD PARTY FOR DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS IRA, THE ARMY
   WILL ISSUE THE FINAL IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT, AS DESCRIBED ABOVE, AND
   WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE IRA IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE IRA
   IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT.

   #ARAR
   8.0 APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CERCLA
       WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION

   8.1. AMBIENT OR CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS

   AMBIENT OR CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS SET CONCENTRATION LIMITS OR
   RANGES IN VARIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIA FOR SPECIFIC HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES,
   POLLUTANTS, OR CONTAMINANTS.  SUCH ARARS EITHER SET PROTECTIVE CLEAN-UP
   LEVELS FOR THE CHEMICALS OF CONCERN IN THE DESIGNATED MEDIA OR INDICATE
   AN APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF DISCHARGE.

   THE OBJECTIVES OF THIS IRA ARE DISCUSSED IN THE ASSESSMENT DOCUMENT.
   THIS IRA WILL BE IMPLEMENTED PRIOR TO THE FINAL REMEDIATION TO BE
   UNDERTAKEN IN THE CONTEXT OF THE ONPOST OPERABLE UNIT ROD.  THE LIST OF
   SPECIFIC CONTAMINANTS HAS BEEN COMPILED BASED UPON TREATABILITY TEST
   DATA AND REPRESENTS THOSE CONTAMINANTS LIKELY TO BE CONTAINED IN THE
   SYSTEM INFLUENT.  THE MEDIA OF CONCERN HERE IS THE WASTEWATER TREATED BY
   THE PROPOSED IRA SYSTEM.  THIS PROPOSED IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL
   DISCHARGE TREATED EFFLUENT TO THE SANITARY SEWER FOR EVENTUAL RELEASE
   AFTER FURTHER TREATMENT WITHIN THE RMA SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT (STP).
   DISCHARGES FROM THE STP ARE STRICTLY REGULATED BY THE RMA NPDES PERMIT
   (CURRENTLY UNDER REVISION) AND MUST ATTAIN THE SPECIFIC LIMITATIONS
   CONTAINED IN THAT PERMIT PRIOR TO RELEASE FROM RMA.  THE ARARS LISTED
   BELOW WILL APPLY AT THE POINT OF RELEASE FROM THE CERCLA WASTEWATER
   TREATMENT SYSTEM (CWTS) IRA.

   THE CURRENT SOUTH PLANTS WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY (SPWTF) WILL
   CONTINUE TO BE OPERATED PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW SYSTEM
   PURSUANT TO THIS IRA.  THE SPWTF WILL BE SUBJECT TO AND COMPLY WITH THE
   CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS IDENTIFIED BELOW AND WILL ATTAIN THESE
   LIMITATIONS TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.  THE ARMY HAS BEEN
   CONDUCTING CONTINUOUS SAMPLING AND ANALYSES OF THIS SYSTEM AND IT HAS
   BEEN PERFORMING WELL.  DUE TO RECENTLY PROMULGATED STANDARDS BEING
   SLIGHTLY LOWER THAN DETECTION LIMITS OF THE RMA LABORATORY, THE ARMY
   WILL ARRANGE, AS SOON AS PRACTICABLE, FOR CONFIRMATORY ANALYSES TO BE
   DONE ON FUTURE SPWTF EFFLUENT BY CONTRACT LABORATORIES WHICH ARE
   CERTIFIED AT LOWER DETECTION LIMITS SO THAT ATTAINMENT OF THESE ARARS
   CAN BE VERIFIED.

   BECAUSE THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL NOT PROVIDE DRINKING WATER AND IS NOT
   A PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM, THE STANDARDS ESTABLISHED UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING
   WATER ACT (SDWA) AND THE CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA) FOR DRINKING WATER ARE
   NOT APPLICABLE TO THIS IRA.

   THE STANDARDS CONTAINED IN 40 CFR SECTION 264.94 WERE NOT CONSIDERED
   APPLICABLE TO THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM BECAUSE THE CONSTITUENTS IN THE
   INFLUENT ARE NOT FROM REGULATED UNITS.  SINCE THE STANDARDS PROMULGATED
   PURSUANT TO THIS REGULATION ARE IDENTICAL TO THOSE PROMULGATED UNDER THE
   NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS (NPDW) PURSUANT TO THE SDWA,
   FURTHER DISCUSSED BELOW, FOR THE SAME 14 COMPOUNDS THESE STANDARDS ARE
   NOT CONSIDERED FURTHER.



   CONSISTENT WITH THE MOST RECENT EPA GUIDANCE, THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY
   PLAN (NCP), 55 FED. REG. 8666, MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL GOALS CONTAINED
   IN THE NPDW ARE NOT CONSIDERED EITHER APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE TO APPLY IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM.  EPA'S
   TOLERANCES FOR PESTICIDE CHEMICALS ON OR IN RAW AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES
   THE FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATIONS TOLERANCES (TPCRAC), 40 CFR PART 180
   AND THE FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATIONS TOLERANCES FOR PESTICIDES IN FOOD
   ADMINISTERED BY EPA (TPF) ARE NOT RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO APPLY IN
   THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA.  THESE STANDARDS WERE DEVELOPED FOR PARTICULAR
   ITEMS (E.G., FOOD AND CROPS) WHICH ARE NOT SUBJECT TO WATERING WITH THE
   EFFLUENT FROM THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM, WHICH MUST PASS THROUGH THE STP AND
   IS SUBJECT TO THE LIMITATIONS OF THE NPDES PERMIT PRIOR TO RELEASE FROM RMA.

   THE COLORADO BASIC STANDARDS FOR GROUNDWATER (CBSG) WERE REVIEWED AND
   ARE NOT CONSIDERED APPLICABLE TO THE DISCHARGE FROM THIS IRA TREATMENT
   SYSTEM, CONSISTENT WITH CURRENT EPA GUIDANCE AS CONTAINED IN THE NCP.
   THESE STANDARDS WERE DEVELOPED FOR GROUNDWATER AND ARE NOT APPROPRIATE
   TO APPLY TO THE EFFLUENT DISCHARGED FROM THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM INTO THE
   SANITARY SEWER FOR TRANSPORT TO THE STP.  HOWEVER, THE NUMERICAL
   STANDARDS CONTAINED IN THESE RECENTLY REVISED REGULATIONS WERE
   CONSIDERED RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO APPLY TO THIS IRA TREATMENT
   SYSTEM IN ORDER TO PROTECT POTENTIALLY IMPACTED GROUNDWATER.  THE POLICY
   STATED IN SECTION 3.11.5.C.4 WAS FOLLOWED CONCERNING STATED DETECTION LIMITS.

   THE COLORADO BASIC STANDARDS AND METHODOLOGIES FOR SURFACE WATER 3.1.0
   (5 CCR 1002-8) (CBSM) WERE REVIEWED AND NOT CONSIDERED APPLICABLE TO
   THIS IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM, WHICH DOES NOT DISCHARGE EFFLUENT INTO
   SURFACE WATERS.  THE EFFLUENT FROM THIS IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM RECEIVES
   FURTHER TREATMENT AT THE RMA SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT PRIOR TO DISCHARGE
   TO FIRST CREEK.  THESE STANDARDS, HOWEVER, ARE CONSIDERED RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE TO APPLY TO THIS IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM.  THE ARMY HAS
   SELECTED THE STANDARDS AT 3.1.11, TABLE C AND THE AGRICULTURAL STANDARDS
   FROM TABLES II AND III, FOR COMPOUNDS ANTICIPATED TO BE IN THE EFFLUENT
   AS RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE DUE TO FIRST CREEK'S DESIGNATION AS CLASS 2
   RECREATION, CLASS 2 WARM WATER AQUATIC LIFE AND AYGRICULTURAL WATERS.
   THE POLICY CONTAINED IN CBSM 3.1.14(9) WAS FOLLOWED CONCERNING STATED
   DETECTION LIMITS.

   FEDERAL WATER QUALITY CRITERIA (FWQC) WERE REVIEWED AND CONSIDERED NOT
   APPLICABLE TO THIS IRA SINCE THEY ARE GUIDELINES AND NOT ENFORCEABLE
   LIMITATIONS.  THIS IRA WILL DISCHARGE INTO THE SANITARY SEWER FROM
   TRANSPORT TO THE RMA STP FOR FURTHER TREATMENT.

   THE DISCHARGE FROM THE STP IS LIMITED BY THE EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS
   CONTAINED IN THE NPDES PERMIT, WHICH ARE DEVELOPED TO PROTECT THE USES
   OF THE WATERWAYS RECEIVING THE DISCHARGE.  CONSISTENT WITH THE PROPOSED
   NCP, RECENT INFORMATION CONCERNING COMPOUNDS FOR WHICH FWQC EXIST WAS
   REVIEWED, INCLUDING REFERENCE DOSES (RFD) AND UNIT RISK (UR)
   INFORMATION, TO DETERMINE WHETHER MORE CURRENT DATA EXISTS THAN THAT
   REFLECTED IN THE FWQC.  CONSISTENT WITH THE PROPOSED NCP, THE MORE
   RECENT DATA WAS UTILIZED AND CONSTITUTED "TO BE CONSIDERED" (TBC)
   STANDARDS.  UNDER THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, FWQC WERE NOT CONSIDERED RELEVANT
   AND APPROPRIATE TO APPLY IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA WHERE MORE RECENT
   DATA EXISTED FROM WHICH A TBC COULD BE DETERMINED.

   IN ORDER TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE
   ENVIRONMENT, THE ARMY HAS DETERMINED THAT MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS
   (MCLS) ESTABLISHED UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT ARE RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE TO APPLY WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA.  THE ARMY HAS ALSO
   DETERMINED THAT THE PRETREATMENT STANDARDS OF 40 CFR S 403.5 ISSUED
   PURSUANT TO THE CLEAN WATER ACT ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO APPLY IN
   THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA.  THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT THESE LIMITATIONS, IN
   CONJUNCTION WITH THE IDENTIFIED STANDARDS FROM THE CBSM AND CBSG, WILL



   PROTECT THE FUNCTIONING OF THE STP AND RESULT IN AN EFFLUENT WHICH DOES
   NOT REPRESENT A POTENTIAL RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.
   THIS EFFLUENT WILL THEN BE FURTHER TREATED AT THE RMA STP, IN
   CONJUNCTION WITH OTHER INFLUENT STREAMS, AND BE RELEASED PURSUANT TO THE
   NPDES PERMIT.

   SEVERAL COMPOUNDS, AT PRESENT, ONLY HAVE MCLS PROPOSED OR HAVE OTHER
   HEALTH EFFECTS INFORMATION WITH A HIGH DEGREE OF CREDITABILITY AVAILABLE
   WHICH DOES NOT COME WITHIN THE DEFINITIONS OF APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS.  THESE, WHILE NOT ARARS, ARE CONSIDERED IN THE
   DESIGN OF THE SYSTEM.  THESE COMPOUNDS ARE LISTED SEPARATELY AS TBCS,
   CONSISTENT WITH THE NCP.  FOR SOME COMPOUNDS, NO ARAR OR TBC STANDARD
   WAS IDENTIFIED.  THESE COMPOUNDS INCLUDE BICYCLOHEPTADIENE,
   P-CHLOROPHENYLMETHYL SULFUR COMPOUNDS, DITHIANE, DIMETHYLDISULFIDE,
   FLOUROACETIC ACID, ISODRIN, MALATHION, OXATHIANE, THIODIGLYCOL, SUPONA,
   AND VAPONA.  IN ORDER TO BE PROTECTIVE, THE ARMY WILL APPLY ANY REMEDIAL
   ACTION OBJECTIVES LATER DEVELOPED IN THE FINAL OFFPOST EA/FS REPORT TO
   THE EXTENT PRACTICABLE TO THESE COMPOUNDS.



   THE CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS DETERMINED RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO APPLY
   IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA ARE:

   COMPOUND                       ARAR LEVEL           SOURCE

   ACRYLONITRILE                2,600     UG/L          CBSM
   ALDRIN                       0.1       UG/L          CBSG
   ARSENIC                      50        UG/L      40 CFR S 141.11(B)
   BENZENE                      5         UG/L      40 CRF S 141.61(A)
   CADMIUM                      10        UG/L      40 CFR S 141.11(B)
   CARBON TETRACHLORIDE         5         UG/L      40 CFR S 141.61(A)
   CHLORDANE                    0.1       UG/L          CBSM
   CHLORIDE                     250,000   UG/L          CBSG
   CHLOROBENZENE                300       UG/L          CBSG
   CHLOROFORM                   100       UG/L      40 CFR S 141.12
   CHROMIUM                     50        UG/L      40 CFR S 141.11(B)
   COPPER                       200       UG/L          CBSM
   DDT                          0.1       UG/L          CBSM
   DDE                          0.1       UG/L          CBSM
   1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE          75        UG/L          CBSG
   1,2-DICHLOROETHANE           5         UG/L      40 CRF S 141.61(A)
   1,1-DICHLOROETHYLENE         7         UG/L          CBSG
   TRANS-1.2-DICHLOROETHYLENE   7         UG/L      40 CRF S 141.61(A)
   1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE          6         UG/L          CBSG
   DIELDRIN                     0.1       UG/L          CBSG
   ENDRIN                       0.1       UG/L          CBSM
   ETHYLBENZENE                 680       UG/L          CBSG
   FLUORIDE                     2,000     UG/L          CBSM
   HEXACHLOROCYCLOPENTADIENE    49        UG/L          CBSG
   LEAD                         50        UG/L      40 CFR S 141.11(B)
   MERCURY                      2         UG/L      40 CRF S 141.11(B)
   PARATHION                    0.3       UG/L          CBSM
   TETRACHLOROETHYLENE          10        UG/L          CBSG
   TOLUENE                      2,420     UG/L          CBSG
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE        200       UG/L      40 CRF S 141.61(A)
   1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE        28        UG/L          CBSG
   TRICHLOROETHYLENE            5         UG/L      40 CFR S 141.61(A)
   VINYL CHLORIDE               2         UG/L      40 CRF S 141.61(A)
   ZINC                         2,000     UG/L          CBSM



   THE FOLLOWING STANDARDS ARE TBCS AND MAY BE CONSIDERED IN THE DESIGN OF
   THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM IN CONFORMANCE WITH CERCLA, THE FEDERAL FACILITY
   AGREEMENT AND THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN AND SOUGHT TO BE ATTAINED,
   IF PRACTICABLE:

   COMPOUND                      TBC LEVEL          SOURCE

   ALDRIN                       0.002     UG/L      EPA UR (10-6)
   ATRAZINE                     3         UG/L      54 FR 22093
   CADMIUM                      5         UG/L      54 FR 22093
   CHLORDANE                    2         UG/L      54 FR 22093
   CHLOROACETIC ACID            70        UG/L      EPA RFD
   CHLOROFORM                   6         UG/L      EPA RFD
   COPPER                       1,300     UG/L      53 FR 31516
   DDT                          0.1       UG/L      EPA UR (10-6)
   1,2-DIBROMO-3-CHLOROPROPANE  0.2       UG/L      54 FR 22093
   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE           0.4       UG/L      EPA UR (10-6)
   1,1-DICHLOROETHYLENE         0.06      UG/L      EPA UR (10-6)
   DICYCLOPENTADIENE            1,050     UG/L      EPA RFD
   DIELDRIN                     0.002     UG/L      EPA UR (10-6)
   DIMP                         600       UG/L      EPA HEALTH
                                                    ADVISORY (DEC 88)
   ETHYLBENZENE                 700       UG/L      54 FR 22093
   IMPA                         16,800    UG/L      USABRDL TECH.
                                                    REP. 8302 (OCT 84)
   LEAD                         5         UG/L      53 FR 31516
   METHYLENE CHLORIDE           4.8       UG/L      EPA RFD
   METHYLISOBUTYL KETONE        1,750     UG/L      EPA RFD
   PARATHION                    210       UG/L      EPA RFD
   TETRACHLOROETHYLENE          5         UG/L      54 FR 22093
   1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE        0.6       UG/L      EPA UR (10-6)
   TOLUENE                      2,000     UG/L      54 FR 22093
   XYLENES (TOTAL)              10,000    UG/L      54 FR 22093
   ZINC                         7,000     UG/L      EPA RFD

   AIR EMISSIONS

   THE STANDARDS CONTAINED AT 40 CFR PART 50 WERE REVIEWED AND DETERMINED
   TO BE NEITHER APPLICABLE NOR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO THIS IRA.
   THESE STANDARDS APPLY TO AIR QUALITY CONTROL REGIONS (AQCR), WHICH ARE
   MARKEDLY DISSIMILAR FROM THE AREA THAT MAY BE AFFECTED BY THE OPERATION
   OF AN AIR STRIPPER DURING TREATMENT BY THIS IRA SYSTEM.  THE COMPOUNDS
   TO BE TREATED BY THIS IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM ARE MARKEDLY DISSIMILAR TO
   THE CRITERIA POLLUTANTS REGULATED BY 40 CFR PART 50 AND THESE AMBIENT
   AIR STANDARDS ARE NEITHER DESIGNED FOR NOR NORMALLY APPLIED TO SPECIFIC
   EMISSIONS SOURCES SUCH AS AN AIR STRIPPING SYSTEM, MAKING THESE
   STANDARDS INAPPROPRIATE TO APPLY IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA.  WHILE
   THESE STANDARDS DO NOT APPLY TO THE SPECIFIC EMISSIONS FROM THE IRA
   TREATMENT SYSTEM, THE SYSTEM WILL BE CONTROLLED AND MONITORED SO THAT
   EMISSIONS FROM IT DO NOT CAUSE EXCEEDANCES OF AMBIENT AIR STANDARDS IN
   THE AQCR.

   THE STANDARDS CONTAINED AT 40 CFR PARTS 60 AND 61 WERE REVIEWED AND
   DETERMINED NOT TO BE APPLICABLE TO AIR STRIPPER OPERATIONS CONDUCTED AS
   PART OF THE TREATMENT BY THIS IRA SYSTEM.  THESE STANDARDS APPLY TO
   SPECIFIC SOURCES OF THE LISTED POLLUTANTS.  FOR EXAMPLE, SUBPART E OF 40
   CFR PART 61 APPLIES TO SOURCES WHICH PROCESS MERCURY ORE TO RECOVER
   MERCURY AND OTHER SPECIFIC PROCESSES, SUBPART J OF THIS PART APPLIES TO
   SOURCES WHICH INCLUDE EQUIPMENT WHICH CONTAINS OR CONTACTS A FLUID THAT
   IS AT LEAST 10 PERCENT BENZENE BY WEIGHT AND THE ARSENIC PROVISIONS OF
   SUBPARTS N, 0 AND P OF THIS PART APPLY TO VERY SPECIFIC PLANTS, SMELTERS
   OR FACILITIES.  SINCE THE AIR STRIPPER OPERATIONS CONTEMPLATED BY THIS
   IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM ARE EXTREMELY DISSIMILAR FROM THE PROCESSES



   DESCRIBED IN 40 CFR PART 61 AND THE LIQUID CONCERNED IS ALSO EXTREMELY
   DISSIMILAR TO THE LIQUID DESCRIBED IN SUBPART J OF 40 CFR PART 61, THESE
   STANDARDS WERE ALSO NOT CONSIDERED TO BE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO
   APPLY TO THIS IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM.  HOWEVER, AS DISCUSSED IN SECTION 3
   CONCERNING ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS, THE ARMY WILL APPLY BEST PRACTICABLE
   CONTROL TECHNOLOGY TO AIR STRIPPER EMISSIONS.

   THE PROVISIONS CONTAINED IN 40 CFR PART 60, SUBPART KB WILL BE
   CONSIDERED RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO APPLY TO ANY STORAGE VESSELS WITH
   A CAPACITY GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO 40 CUBIC METERS THAT IS USED TO
   STORE VOLATILE ORGANIC LIQUIDS IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA.  ONLY LIMITED
   PROVISIONS OF THIS SUBPART AFFECT STORAGE VESSELS WITH A DESIGN CAPACITY
   OF LESS THAN 75 CUBIC METERS.

   THE POLICY CONTAINED IN OSWER DIRECTIVE 9355.0-28, DATED JUNE 15, 1989
   IS A TBC FOR THE OPERATION OF ANY AIR STRIPPER IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS
   IRA.

   THE PROVISIONS OF 5 CCR 1001-10, REGULATION 8, SECTION IV CONCERNING
   MERCURY EMISSIONS, LIMITING SUCH EMISSIONS TO 2300 GRAMS/FIVE POUNDS PER
   DAY, ARE CONSIDERED RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO APPLY TO THIS TREATMENT
   SYSTEM.

   8.2 LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS

   LOCATION-SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS SET RESTRICTIONS ON ACTIVITIES, DEPENDING
   ON THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SITE OR THE IMMEDIATE ENVIRONMENT, AND
   FUNCTION LIKE ACTION-SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.  ALTERNATIVE REMEDIAL
   ACTIONS MAY BE RESTRICTED OR PRECLUDED, DEPENDING ON THE LOCATION OR
   CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SITE AND THE REQUIREMENTS THAT APPLY TO IT.

   PARAGRAPH 44.2 OF THE FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT PROVIDES THAT WILDLIFE
   HABITAT(S) SHALL BE PRESERVED AND MANAGED AS NECESSARY TO PROTECT
   ENDANGERED SPECIES OF WILDLIFE TO THE EXTENT REQUIRED BY THE ENDANGERED
   SPECIES ACT (16 USC 1531 ET SEQ.), MIGRATORY BIRDS TO THE EXTENT
   REQUIRED BY THE MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT (16 USC 703 ET SEC.), AND BALD
   EAGLES TO THE EXTENT REQUIRED BY THE BALD EAGLE PROTECTION ACT, 16 USC
   688 ET SEQ."

   WHILE THIS PROVISION IS NOT AN ARAR, THE STATUTES CITED THEREIN ARE
   ARARS, APPLICABLE TO THIS IRA AND WILL BE COMPLIED WITH.  BASED ON WHERE
   THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL BE LOCATED THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT THIS IRA
   WILL HAVE NO ADVERSE IMPACT ON ANY ENDANGERED SPECIES OR MIGRATORY BIRDS
   OR ON THE PROTECTION OF WILDLIFE HABITATS.  COORDINATION WILL BE
   MAINTAINED WITH THE US FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE TO ENSURE THAT NO SUCH
   ADVERSE IMPACT ARISES FROM IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS IRA.

   THE PROVISIONS OF 40 CFR 6.302(A) AND (B) REGARDING CONSTRUCTION THAT
   WOULD HAVE AN ADVERSE IMPACT ON WETLANDS OR BE WITHIN A FLOOD PLAIN ARE
   CONSIDERED RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO APPLY IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA.
   BASED UPON WHERE THIS SYSTEM WILL BE LOCATED THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT
   THERE WILL BE NO ADVERSE IMPACT ON WETLANDS FROM THE CONSTRUCTION OF
   THIS SYSTEM.  COORDINATION WILL BE MAINTAINED WITH THE US FISH AND
   WILDLIFE SERVICE TO ENSURE THAT ANY SUCH ADVERSE IMPACTS ARE AVOIDED OR
   MITIGATED.

   THE REGULATIONS AT 40 CFR 230 WERE REVIEWED AND DETERMINED NOT TO BE
   APPLICABLE WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA BECAUSE ON DISCHARGE OF
   DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL INTO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES IS
   CONTEMPLATED.  BECAUSE THESE REGULATIONS ADDRESS ONLY THE DISPOSAL OF
   SUCH MATERIALS INTO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES, WHICH IS NOT
   CONTEMPLATED, THEY ARE NOT CONSIDERED TO BE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO
   APPLY IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA.



   THE REGULATIONS AT 33 CFR 320-330 WERE REVIEWED AND DETERMINED TO BE
   NEITHER APPLICABLE NOR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE BECAUSE THE IRA
   TREATMENT SYSTEM DOES NOT INVOLVE ANY OF THE ACTIVITIES, OR SIMILAR TO
   THE ACTIVITIES, INTENDED TO BE CONTROLLED BY THESE REGULATIONS AS
   DEFINED IN 33 CFR S 320.1(B).

   8.3 ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS

   DESCRIPTION

   PERFORMANCE, DESIGN, OR OTHER ACTION-SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS SET CONTROLS
   OR RESTRICTIONS ON ACTIVITIES RELATED TO THE MANAGEMENT OF HAZARDOUS
   SUBSTANCES, POLLUTANTS, OR CONTAMINANTS.  THESE ACTION-SPECIFIC
   REQUIREMENTS MAY SPECIFY PARTICULAR PERFORMANCE LEVELS, ACTIONS, OR
   TECHNOLOGIES AS WELL AS SPECIFIC LEVELS (OR A METHODOLOGY FOR SETTING
   SPECIFIC LEVELS) FOR DISCHARGED OR RESIDUAL CHEMICALS.

   CONSTRUCTION OF TREATMENT SYSTEM

   AIR EMISSIONS

   ON THE REMOTE POSSIBILITY THAT THERE MAY BE AIR EMISSIONS DURING THE
   COURSE OF THE CONSTRUCTION OF THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM, THE ARMY HAS
   REVIEWED ALL POTENTIAL AMBIENT OR CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC AIR EMISSION
   REQUIREMENTS.  AS A RESULT OF THIS REVIEW, THE ARMY FOUND THAT THERE
   ARE, AT PRESENT, NO NATIONAL OR STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
   CURRENTLY APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO ANY OF THE VOLATILE
   OR SEMI-VOLATILE CHEMICALS IN THE GROUND WATER FOUND IN THE AREA IN
   WHICH CONSTRUCTION IS CONTEMPLATED.

   IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA, THERE IS ONLY A VERY REMOTE CHANCE OF ANY
   RELEASE OF VOLATILES OR SEMI-VOLATILES AND, EVEN IF SUCH A RELEASE DID
   OCCUR, IT WOULD ONLY BE INTERMITTENT AND OF VERY BRIEF DURATION (BECAUSE
   THE ACTIVITY THAT PRODUCED THE RELEASE WOULD BE STOPPED AND MODIFIED
   APPROPRIATELY IF A SIGNIFICANT AIR EMISSION WAS DETECTED BY THE
   CONTRACTOR'S AIR MONITORING SPECIALIST).  THE ARMY HAS SIGNIFICANT
   EXPERIENCE WITH THE CONSTRUCTION OF EXTRACTION AND REINJECTION WELLS AND
   HAS NOT EXPERIENCED ANY PROBLEMS FROM AIR EMISSIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION
   OF SUCH FACILITIES.  THIS IRA DOES NOT CONTEMPLATE CONSTRUCTION OF
   WELLS, THEREFORE ALMOST ELIMINATING ANY CHANCE OF AIR EMISSIONS DURING
   CONSTRUCTION.  THE CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES, INCLUDING ANY
   DECONTAMINATION PADS, IS NOT EXPECTED TO INVOLVE EXCAVATION AT DEPTHS
   WHICH COULD RESULT IN RELEASE OF VOLATILE ORGANICS, MAKING ANY AMBIENT
   AIR QUALITY STANDARDS NEITHER RELEVANT NOR APPROPRIATE TO THIS
   CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY.  MONITORING WILL BE CONDUCTED PURSUANT TO THE
   SITE-SPECIFIC HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN TO ENSURE THAT CONSTRUCTION
   ACTIVITIES DO NOT RESULT IN RELEASES OF VOLATILE ORGANICS WHICH COULD
   ADVERSELY IMPACT AMBIENT AIR QUALITY.

   THE SITE-SPECIFIC HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN WILL ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THESE
   CONCERNS.  THIS PLAN TO BE DEVELOPED FOR USE IN THIS IRA WILL DETAIL THE
   SITE MONITORING PROGRAM AND DEFINE ANY OPERATIONAL MODIFICATIONS TO BE
   IMPLEMENTED IN THE EVENT MONITORING DETECTS SPECIFIC LEVELS OF SUCH
   EMISSIONS.  THIS PLAN IS DEVELOPED AFTER THE ACTUAL CONSTRUCTION SITE
   HAS BEEN CHOSEN AND IS BASED UPON SITE-SPECIFIC INFORMATION.  IT WILL BE
   AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW LATER IN THE IRA PROCESS.

   THE NATIONAL EMISSIONS STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS (NESHAPS)
   WERE EVALUATED TO DETERMINE WHETHER THEY WERE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE TO APPLY IN THE CONTEXT OF CONSTRUCTION OF THIS IRA.  THESE
   STANDARDS WERE NOT CONSIDERED APPLICABLE BECAUSE THEY APPLY TO
   STATIONARY SOURCES OF THESE POLLUTANTS, NOT TO CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY.
   THEY WERE NOT CONSIDERED RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE BECAUSE THEY WERE



   DEVELOPED FOR MANUFACTURING PROCESSES, WHICH ARE SIGNIFICANTLY
   DISSIMILAR TO THE SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY CONTEMPLATED BY THIS IRA.

   THE PROVISIONS OF 40 CFR 50.6 WILL BE CONSIDERED RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE.  THIS STANDARD IS NOT APPLICABLE BECAUSE IT ADDRESSES AIR
   QUALITY CONTROL REGIONS, WHICH ARE AREAS SIGNIFICANTLY LARGER THAN AND
   DIFFERENT FROM THE AREA OF CONCERN IN THIS IRA.  PURSUANT TO THIS
   REGULATION, THERE WILL BE NO PARTICULATE MATTER TRANSPORTED BY AIR FROM
   THE SITE THAT IS IN EXCESS OF 50 MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER (ANNUAL
   GEOMETRIC MEAN) AND 150 MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER (MAXIMUM 24-HOUR
   CONCENTRATION) WILL NOT BE EXCEEDED MORE THAN ONCE PER YEAR.

   AIR STRIPPER OPERATIONS

   SINCE AN AIR STRIPPER IS USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE TREATMENT SYSTEM,
   THE ARMY WILL TREAT THE PROVISIONS OF COLORADO AIR POLLUTION CONTROL
   REGULATION NO.3, SECTION IV (D)(3) (A), AS RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE AND
   WILL USE BEST PRACTICAL CONTROL TECHNOLOGY.  THIS REGULATION IS NOT
   APPLICABLE BECAUSE THE IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL NOT BE A MAJOR
   STATIONARY SOURCE, AS DEFINED IN THAT REGULATION.  ALSO CONSIDERED
   RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO OPERATIONS ARE THE PROVISIONS OF 5 CCR
   1001-14, REGULATION NO. 2, CONCERNING ODOR EMISSIONS.

   THE AIR STRIPPER WILL BE OPERATED SO THAT IT WILL NOT CAUSE EXCEEDANCES
   OF THE FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR STANDARDS LISTED IN 40 CFR PART 50 AND STATE
   AMBIENT AIR STANDARDS CONTAINED IN 5 CCR 1001-14.

   WORKER PROTECTION

   THE PROVISION OF 29 CFR 1910.120 ARE APPLICABLE TO WORKERS AT THE SITE
   BECAUSE THESE PROVISIONS SPECIFICALLY ADDRESS HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE
   RESPONSE OPERATIONS UNDER CERCLA.  IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THESE
   ACTIVITIES ARE PRESENTLY GOVERNED BY THE INTERIM RULE FOUND AT 29 CFR
   1910.120 BUT THAT BY THE TIME IRA ACTIVITY COMMENCES AT THE SITE, THE
   FINAL RULE FOUND AT 54 FR 9294 (MARCH 6, 1989) WILL BE OPERATIVE.  (THE
   FINAL RULE BECAME EFFECTIVE ON MARCH 6, 1990.)

   GENERAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

   THE FOLLOWING PERFORMANCE, DESIGN, OR OTHER ACTION-SPECIFIC STATE ARARS
   HAVE BEN PRELIMINARILY IDENTIFIED BY THE ARMY AS APPLICABLE TO
   CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED PURSUANT TO THIS IRA:

   COLORADO AIR POLLUTION CONTROL COMMISSION REGULATION NO. 1, 5 CCR
   1001-3, PART III(D) (2)(B), CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES:

   A. APPLICABILITY - ATTAINMENT AND NONATTAINMENT AREAS

   B. GENERAL REQUIREMENT

   ANY OWNER OR OPERATOR ENGAGED IN CLEARING OR LEVELING OF LAND OR OWNER
   OR OPERATOR OF LAND THAT HAS BEEN CLEARED OF GREATER THAN ONE (1) ACRE
   IN NONATTAINMENT AREAS FOR WHICH FUGITIVE PARTICULATE EMISSIONS WILL BE
   EMITTED SHALL BE REQUIRED TO USE ALL AVAILABLE AND PRACTICAL METHODS
   WHICH ARE TECHNOLOGICALLY FEASIBLE AND ECONOMICALLY REASONABLE IN ORDER
   TO MINIMIZE SUCH EMISSIONS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF
   SECTION III.D. OF THIS REGULATION.

   C. APPLICABLE EMISSION LIMITATION GUIDELINE

   BOTH THE 20 PERCENT OPACITY AND THE NO OFF-PROPERTY TRANSPORT EMISSION
   LIMITATION GUIDELINES SHALL APPLY TO CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES; EXCEPT
   THAT WITH RESPECT TO SOURCES OR ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH CONSTRUCTION



   FOR WHICH THERE ARE SEPARATE REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN THIS REGULATION,
   THE EMISSION LIMITATION GUIDELINES THERE SPECIFIED AS APPLICABLE TO SUCH
   SOURCES AND ACTIVITIES SHALL BE EVALUATED FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE
   REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION III.D.  OF THIS REGULATION.  (CROSS REFERENCE:
   SUBSECTIONS E. AND F. OF SECTION III.D.2 OF THIS REGULATION).

   D. CONTROL MEASURES AND OPERATING PROCEDURES

   CONTROL MEASURES OR OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES TO BE EMPLOYED MAY INCLUDE
   BUT ARE NOT NECESSARILY LIMITED TO PLANTING VEGETATION COVER, PROVIDING
   SYNTHETIC COVER, WATERING, CHEMICAL STABILIZATION, FURROWS, COMPACTING,
   MINIMIZING DISTURBED AREA IN THE WINTER, WIND BREAKS, AND OTHER METHODS
   OR TECHNIQUES.

   COLORADO AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS, 5 CCR 1001-14, AIR QUALITY
   REGULATION A, DIESEL-POWERED VEHICLE EMISSION STANDARDS FOR VISIBLE
   POLLUTANTS:

   A. NO PERSON SHALL EMIT OR CAUSE TO BE EMITTED INTO THE ATMOSPHERE FROM
   ANY DIESEL-POWERED VEHICLE ANY AIR CONTAMINANT, FOR A PERIOD GREATER
   THAN 10 CONSECUTIVE SECONDS, WHICH IS OF SUCH A SHADE OR DENSITY AS TO
   OBSCURE AN OBSERVER'S VISION TO A DEGREE IN EXCESS OF 40 PERCENT
   OPACITY, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF SUBPART B BELOW.

   B. NO PERSON SHALL EMIT OR CAUSE TO BE EMITTED INTO THE ATMOSPHERE FROM
   ANY NATURALLY ASPIRATED DIESEL-POWERED VEHICLE OF OVER 8,500 LBS GROSS
   VEHICLE WEIGHT RATING OPERATED ABOVE 7,000 FEET (MEAN SEA LEVEL), ANY
   AIR CONTAMINANT FOR A PERIOD GREATER THAN 10 CONSECUTIVE SECONDS, WHICH
   IS OF SUCH A SHADE OR DENSITY AS TO OBSCURE AN OBSERVER'S VISION TO A
   DEGREE IN EXCESS OF 50 PERCENT OPACITY.

   C. DIESEL-POWERED VEHICLES EXCEEDING THESE REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE EXEMPT
   FOR A PERIOD OF 10 MINUTES, IF THE EMISSIONS ARE A DIRECT RESULT OF A
   COLD ENGINE START-UP AND PROVIDED THE VEHICLE IS IN A STATIONARY POSITION.

   D. THIS STANDARD SHALL APPLY TO MOTOR VEHICLES INTENDED, DESIGNED, AND
   MANUFACTURED PRIMARILY FOR USE IN CARRYING PASSENGERS OR CARGO ON ROADS,
   STREETS, AND HIGHWAYS.

   COLORADO NOISE ABATEMENT STATUTE, CRS SECTION 25-12-103:

   A. EACH ACTIVITY TO WHICH THIS ARTICLE IS APPLICABLE SHALL BE CONDUCTED
   IN A MANNER SO THAT ANY NOISE PRODUCED IS NOT OBJECTIONABLE DUE TO
   INTERMITTENCE, BEAT FREQUENCY, OR SHRILLNESS.  SOUND LEVELS OF NOISE
   RADIATING FROM A PROPERTY LINE AT A DISTANCE OF TWENTY-FIVE FEET OR MORE
   THEREFROM IN EXCESS OF THE DB(A) ESTABLISHED FOR THE FOLLOWING TIME
   PERIODS AND ZONES SHALL CONSTITUTE PRIMA FACIE EVIDENCE THAT SUCH NOISE
   IS A PUBLIC NUISANCE:

                                7:00 A.M. TO        7:00 P.M. TO
   ZONE                         NEXT 7:00 P.M.      NEXT 7:00 A.M.

   RESIDENTIAL                  55 DB (A)           50 DB (A)
   COMMERCIAL                   60 DB (A)           55 DB (A)
   LIGHT INDUSTRIAL             70 DB (A)           65 DB (A)
   INDUSTRIAL                   80 DB (A)           75 DB (A)

   B. IN THE HOURS BETWEEN 7:00 A.M. AND THE NEXT 7:00 P.M., THE NOISE
   LEVELS PERMITTED IN SUBSECTION (1) OF THIS SECTION MAY BE INCREASED BY
   TEN DB(A) FOR A PERIOD OF NOT TO EXCEED FIFTEEN MINUTES IN ANY ONE-HOUR
   PERIOD.



   C. PERIODIC, IMPULSIVE, OR SHRILL NOISES SHALL BE CONSIDERED A PUBLIC
   NUISANCE WHEN SUCH NOISES ARE AT A SOUND LEVEL OF FIVE DB(A) LESS THAN
   THOSE LISTED IN SUBPART (A) OF THIS SECTION.

   CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS SHALL BE SUBJECT TO THE MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE NOISE
   LEVELS SPECIFIED FOR INDUSTRIAL ZONES FOR THE PERIOD WITHIN WHICH
   CONSTRUCTION IS TO BE COMPLETED PURSUANT TO ANY APPLICABLE CONSTRUCTION
   PERMIT ISSUED BY PROPER AUTHORITY OR, IF NO TIME LIMITATION IS IMPOSED,
   FOR A REASONABLE PERIOD OF TIME FOR COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT.

   E. FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS ARTICLE, MEASUREMENTS WITH SOUND LEVEL METERS
   SHALL BE MADE WHEN THE WIND VELOCITY AT THE TIME AND PLACE OF SUCH
   MEASUREMENT IS NOT MORE THAN FIVE MILES PER HOUR.

   F. IN ALL SOUND LEVEL MEASUREMENTS, CONSIDERATION SHALL BE GIVEN TO THE
   EFFECT OF THE AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL CREATED BY THE ENCOMPASSING NOISE OF
   THE ENVIRONMENT FROM ALL SOURCES AT THE TIME AND PLACE OF SUCH SOUND
   LEVEL MEASUREMENTS.

   IN SUBSTANTIVE FULFILLMENT OF COLORADO AIR POLLUTION CONTROL COMMISSION
   REGULATION NO. 1, THIS IRA WILL EMPLOY THE SPECIFIED METHODS FOR
   MINIMIZING EMISSION FROM FUEL BURNING EQUIPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION
   ACTIVITIES.  IN SUBSTANTIVE FULFILLMENT OF COLORADO'S DIESEL-POWERED
   VEHICLE EMISSION STANDARDS, NO DIESEL MOTOR VEHICLES ASSOCIATED WITH THE
   CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE OPERATED IN A MANNER THAT WILL PRODUCE EMISSIONS
   IN EXCESS OF THOSE SPECIFIED IN THESE STANDARDS.

   THE NOISE LEVELS PERTINENT FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY PROVIDED IN CRS
   SECTION 25-12-103 WILL BE ATTAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS APPLICABLE
   COLORADO STATUTE.

   WETLANDS IMPLICATIONS

   THROUGH ESTIMATION OF THE GENERAL AREA WHERE A SYSTEM WOULD BE LOCATED,
   THE ARMY DOES NOT BELIEVE THAT ANY WETLANDS COULD BE ADVERSELY AFFECTED.
   HOWEVER, UNTIL A FINAL DESIGN IS SELECTED AND A FINAL SITING DECISION
   MADE, IT CANNOT BE DEFINITIVELY DETERMINED THAT NO IMPACT ON WETLANDS
   WILL OCCUR.  IF THE FINAL SITE SELECTION AND/OR DESIGN RESULTS IN AN
   IMPACT ON WETLANDS, THE ARMY WILL REVIEW THE REGULATORY PROVISIONS
   CONCERNING WETLANDS IMPACT AND OTHER APPROPRIATE GUIDANCE, AND WILL
   PROCEED IN A MANNER CONSISTENT WITH THOSE PROVISIONS.  COORDINATION WILL
   BE MAINTAINED WITH THE US FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE CONCERNING ANY
   POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON WETLANDS.

   LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS AND REMOVAL OF SOIL

   THERE ARE NO ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS THAT PERTAIN TO THE EXCAVATION OF
   SOIL DURING THE CONSTRUCTION OF THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM.

   EPA IS CURRENTLY DEVELOPING GUIDANCE CONCERNING THE LAND DISPOSAL
   RESTRICTIONS (LDR).  WHILE GUIDANCE IS LIMITED, THE ARMY HAS NOT
   DETERMINED THAT ANY WASTE SUBJECT TO LDR WILL BE PRESENT IN THE INFLUENT
   TREATED BY THIS IRA.  MORE GUIDANCE IS SCHEDULED TO BE COMPLETED PRIOR
   TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS IRA AND THE ARMY WILL REVIEW THESE AS THEY
   ARE RELEASED.  IF IT IS DETERMINED THAT A WASTE SUBJECT TO LDR IS
   PRESENT, THE ARMY WILL ACT IN A MANNER CONSISTENT WITH EPA GUIDANCE THEN
   IN EFFECT FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF SUCH AS THE CONTEXT OF CERCLA CLEANUP
   ACTIONS.

   ALTHOUGH REMOVAL OF SOIL FROM THE AREA WHERE TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL BE
   LOCATED IS A TBC, NOT AN ARAR, IT WILL BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
   THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN THE TASK NO.  32 TECHNICAL PLAN, SAMPLING
   WASTE HANDLING (NOVEMBER 1987), AND EPA'S JULY 12, 1985 MEMORANDUM



   REGARDING "EPA REGION VIII PROCEDURE FOR HANDLING OF MATERIALS FROM
   DRILLING, TRENCH EXCAVATION AND DECONTAMINATION DURING CERCLA RI/FS
   OPERATIONS AT THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN ARSENAL." IN GENERAL, ANY SOILS
   GENERATED BY EXCAVATION DURING THE COURSE OF THIS IRA, EITHER AT SURFACE
   OR SUBSURFACE, WILL BE RETURNED TO THE LOCATION FROM WHICH THEY
   ORIGINATED (I.E., LAST OUT, FIRST IN).  ANY MATERIALS REMAINING AFTER
   COMPLETION OF BACKFILLING THAT ARE SUSPECTED OF BEING CONTAMINATED
   (BASED ON FIELD SCREENING TECHNIQUES) WILL BE PROPERLY STORED, SAMPLED,
   ANALYZED, AND ULTIMATELY DISPOSED AS CERCLA HAZARDOUS WASTES, AS APPROPRIATE.

   SLUDGES WHICH REMAIN FROM THE TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL BE SIMILARLY
   MANAGED.  SUCH MATERIAL WILL BE SCREENED AND SAMPLED TO DETERMINE IF IT
   CONSTITUTES HAZARDOUS WASTE AND ALSO THE SPECIFIC MATERIAL WILL BE
   EVALUATED TO DETERMINE WHETHER ANY LDRS THEN IN EFFECT APPLY TO ITS
   MANAGEMENT.  ANY SUCH MATERIAL WILL BE EITHER MANAGED ON-SITE PENDING
   LATER DISPOSAL OR SENT FOR OFF-SITE DISPOSAL, AS DETERMINED LATER IN THE
   IRA PROCESS WHEN MORE SPECIFIC INFORMATION IS DEVELOPED.  IT IS NOT
   POSSIBLE UNTIL LATER IN THE IRA PROCESS TO SPECIFICALLY IDENTIFY
   REQUIREMENTS WHICH WILL APPLY TO MANAGEMENT OF SUCH MATERIAL, HOWEVER
   THESE ARE GENERALLY DISCUSSED BELOW.

   FOR MATERIAL DETERMINED TO BE HAZARDOUS WASTE, SUBSTANTIVE RCRA
   PROVISIONS ARE APPLICABLE TO THEIR MANAGEMENT.  THESE SUBSTANTIVE
   PROVISIONS INCLUDE BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO:  40 CFR PART 262 (SUBPART C,
   PRE-TRANSPORT REQUIREMENTS), 40 CFR PART 263 (TRANSPORTER STANDARDS),
   AND 40 CFR PART 264 (SUBPART I, CONTAINER STORAGE).  THE SPECIFIC
   SUBSTANTIVE STANDARDS APPLIED WILL BE DETERMINED BY THE FACTUAL
   CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE ACCUMULATION, STORAGE, OR DISPOSAL TECHNIQUES
   ACTUALLY APPLIED TO ANY SUCH MATERIAL.

   THE ARMY HAS NOT IDENTIFIED IN THE INFLUENT FOR THIS IRA A LISTED WASTE,
   AS IDENTIFIED BY SUBPART D FOR 40 CFR PART 261.  IT IS NOT BELIEVED THAT
   THE INFLUENT FOR THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL EXHIBIT ANY OF THE
   CHARACTERISTICS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE IDENTIFIED IN SUBPART C OF 40 CFR
   PART 261 DUE TO THE LOW LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS ANTICIPATED TO BE
   CONTAINED IN THE INFLUENT.  THEREFORE, SUBPART J OF 40 CFR PART 265 IS
   NOT CONSIDERED APPLICABLE TO THIS IRA.  HOWEVER, SUBPART J OF 40 CFR
   PART 265 WILL BE CONSIDERED RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO APPLY IN THE
   CONTEXT OF THIS IRA TO TANKS WHICH ARE USED TO STORE LIQUID PRIOR TO ITS
   TREATMENT BY THE IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM.

   8.4 COMPLIANCE WITH THE OTHER ENVIRONMENT

   AS IS EVIDENT FROM THE VARIOUS PORTIONS OF THIS DOCUMENT, THIS IRA WAS
   PREPARED IN SUBSTANTIVE COMPLIANCE WITH CFR 1502.16 (THE REGULATIONS
   IMPLEMENTING THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969).

   #SCH
   9.0  SCHEDULE

   IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE FINALIZED INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION DECISION
   DOCUMENT (IRADD), THE ARMY WILL BEGIN PREPARATION OF THE DESIGN FOR THIS
   FACILITY.  THE DRAFT IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT (DESIGN) IS SCHEDULED FOR
   RELEASE ON 11 JANUARY 1991.  MOBILIZATION IS EXPECTED TO BEGIN SOON
   THEREAFTER, AND THE IRA SHOULD BE FINISHED BY FALL OF 1991.

   #CFRA
   10.0 CONSISTENCY WITH THE FINAL RESPONSE ACTION

   THE PURPOSE OF THIS IRA IS TO CREATE A WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY
   CAPABLE OF REMEDIATING A VARIETY OF CONTAMINANTS IN WASTEWATERS CREATED



   DURING REMEDIAL ACTIONS.  ALTHOUGH THE FINAL RESPONSE ACTIONS HAVE NOT
   BEEN SELECTED AT THIS TIME, THIS IRA HAS BEEN DEVELOPED TO BE CONSISTENT
   WITH AND CONTRIBUTE TO THEIR EFFICIENT PERFORMANCE THROUGHOUT THE
   REMAINDER OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION PROCESS AT RMA.

   #REF
   11.0 REFERENCES

   CONSENT DECREE.  JUNE 1988. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PLAINTIFF VS.
   SHELL OIL COMPANY, INC., DEFENDANT.  IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
   FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO.  CIVIL ACTION NO. 83-2379.

   WATERWAYS EXPERIMENT STATION, US CORPS OF ENGINEERS (ENVIRONMENTAL
   LABORATORY), JUNE 1989.  CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM AND
   PROCESSES TREATABILITY STUDY.

   FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT.  17 FEBRUARY 1989 BY UNITED STATES ARMY,
   ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, AGENCY FOR
   TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND DISEASE REGISTRY, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND SHELL
   OIL COMPANY.

   #CR        COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT FOR THE
          CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION
                                 DECEMBER-1989

   1. PAGES 8 AND 12, THE VALIDITY OF THE SELECTION OF THE UV/PEROXIDE UNIT
   AS AN ORGANIC REMOVAL PROCESS, RATHER THAN A POLISHING PROCESS, NEEDS TO
   BE REEVALUATED, GIVEN THE WIDELY RANGING ORGANIC CONCENTRATIONS TO BE
   ENCOUNTERED.  THE FINAL ASSESSMENT RESPONSE TO THIS QUESTION STATES THAT
   DETERMINATION OF HOW THE UV/OXIDATION UNIT WILL FIT INTO THE TREATMENT
   TRAIN WILL BE ADDRESSED IN THE DETAILED DESIGN PHASE.  HOWEVER, THE
   PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT STATES THAT UV/OXIDATION WILL BE USED TO
   REDUCE LOADING TO THE GAC SYSTEM (PAGES 8 AND 12).  PLEASE STATE THE
   JUSTIFICATION FOR THE IMPLIED SEQUENCE OF TREATMENTS.

   2. AS REQUESTED IN EPA COMMENT 4 ON THE REVISED DRAFT ASSESSMENT, PLEASE
   PROVIDE US WITH A FLOW DIAGRAM FOR THE EXISTING CWTS, SIMILAR TO THE ONE
   PROVIDED FOR THE PROPOSED CWTS IN FIGURE 1 OF THE FINAL ASSESSMENT,
   WHICH WOULD BE USEFUL IN COMPARING ALTERNATIVES.  FURTHER, WE AWAIT
   RECEIPT OF THE REQUESTED SCHEMATIC AND "DETAILS OF THE WASTEWATER FEED
   SYSTEM", PROMISED TO US IN THE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 ON THE ASSESSMENT.

   3. PAGE 10, PLEASE REVISE THE CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS TO INCLUDE THE
   RECEIPT OF COMMENTS FROM THE PARTIES ON THE ALTERNATIVES ASSESSMENT.

   4. PAGE 13, THE DESIGN MUST BE FLEXIBLE TO ALLOW THE TREATMENT OF
   CONTAMINANTS OTHER THAN FLUORIDE BY THE ACTIVATED ALUMINA.

   PLEASE STATE WHETHER THE ACTIVATED ALUMINA UNIT IS TO BE REGENERATED OR
   DISPOSED ONSITE OR WHETHER THE EXHAUSTED MEDIA WILL BE THUS MANAGED
   OFFSITE.  IF THE UNIT IS TO BE REGENERATED ONSITE, HOW THE SPENT
   REGENERANT WILL BE HANDLED AND ARARS FOR THAT PROCESS SHOULD BE
   DISCUSSED IN THIS DOCUMENT.  PLEASE EXPAND THE TEXT TO ADDRESS THIS.

   THE RESPONSE TO THE ABOVE COMMENT IN THE FINAL ASSESSMENT STATES THIS
   ISSUE WILL BE COVERED IN THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT.  THE PROPOSED
   DECISION DOCUMENT STATES THE ISSUE IS RESPONDED TO IN THE FINAL
   ASSESSMENT.  THE ISSUE IS NOT ADDRESSED IN EITHER DOCUMENT.  PLEASE
   ADDRESS IT IN THIS RESPONSE.

   5. PAGE 16, THE TEXT DOES NOT VIEW AWQCS AS ARARS.  IN THIS INSTANCE,
   TREATMENT WILL BE FOLLOWED BY SURFACE WATER DISCHARGE.  UNLESS THERE ARE



   RISK-BASED LEVELS THAT ARE MORE PROTECTIVE, AWQCS ARE ARARS AS THERE ARE
   BIOTA RECEPTORS FROM THE DISCHARGED SURFACE WATER.

   6. PAGE 21, THE AIR QUALITY CONTROL REGIONS LANGUAGE IN THE DOCUMENT
   NEEDS TO BE REVISED TO REFLECT THE LANGUAGE DEVELOPED FOR OTHER IRAS.

   7. PAGE 21, 40 CFR 61 STANDARDS ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE (NOT
   APPLICABLE) IF CONTAMINANTS EMITTED FROM THE STRIPPER ARE REGULATED AND
   EXCEED THRESHOLD QUANTITIES.  THESE STANDARDS NEED TO BE REEVALUATED FOR
   THE QUANTITY AND TYPE OF COMPOUND BEING EMITTED RATHER THAN DISMISSING
   THEM ON A PROCESS EVALUATION.

   8. PAGE 22, PER EPA POLICY, CERCLA COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER LAWS MANUAL
   (OSWER DIRECTIVE 9234.1-01), THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT, THE MIGRATORY
   BIRD TREATY ACT, AND THE BALD EAGLE PROTECTION ACT ARE ARARS.

   9. PAGE 28, NO "LISTED WASTES" WERE IDENTIFIED FOR THIS IRA.  WE DO NOT
   AGREE WITH THIS ASSERTION.  AS STATED ON PAGE 5, THE GOAL OF THIS IRA IS
   TO "TREAT WASTEWATERS RESULTING FROM THE ASSESSMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION
   OF RESPONSE ACTIONS AT THE RMA." GIVEN THE LONG HISTORY OF PRODUCTION
   AND THE WIDE VARIETY OF CONTAMINANTS DETECTED ON RMA, IT IS IMPROBABLE
   THAT THERE ARE NO LISTED WASTES TO BE TREATED FROM WELL DEVELOPMENT
   WATERS OR WATERS.  WE REFER YOU TO 40 CFR 261, PARTS C AND
   DECONTAMINATION DESCRIPTION AND LISTING OF CHARACTERISTIC AND LISTED
   WASTES.  WE WISH TO DISCUSS THIS MATTER FURTHER AND ASSIST IN THE
   IDENTIFICATION OF RMA LISTED  WASTES AND POTENTIAL IMPACT OF THE LDR
   REGULATIONS (EITHER EXISTING OR PROPOSED).

   10. PAGE 11, PLEASE STATE THE JUSTIFICATION FOR CHOOSING PARALLEL PLATE
   SETTING FOR THE CHEMICAL ADDITION/PRECIPITATION TREATED WASTEWATER.
   PLEASE STATE WHETHER SUFFICIENT DATA ARE AVAILABLE TO DETERMINE A
   SPECIFIC TYPE OF SETTLING TECHNOLOGY AT THIS POINT.

        RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT AND ON
      APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CERCLA
   WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM IRA BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
                                 DECEMBER 1989

   SPECIFIC COMMENTS

   1. PAGE 8 AND 12 THE VALIDITY OF THE SELECTION OF THE UV/PEROXIDE UNIT
   AS AN ORGANIC REMOVAL PROCESS, RATHER THAN A POLISHING PROCESS, NEEDS TO
   BE REEVALUATED, GIVEN THE WIDELY RANGING ORGANIC CONCENTRATIONS TO BE
   ENCOUNTERED.  THE FINAL ASSESSMENT RESPONSE TO THIS QUESTION STATES THAT
   DETERMINATION OF HOW THE UV/OXIDATION UNIT WILL FIT INTO THE TREATMENT
   TRAIN WILL BE ADDRESSED IN THE DETAILED DESIGN PHASE.  HOWEVER, THE
   PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT STATES THAT UV/OXIDATION WILL BE USED TO
   REDUCE LOADING TO THE GAC SYSTEM (PAGES 8 AND 12).  PLEASE STATE THE
   JUSTIFICATION FOR THE IMPLIED SEQUENCE OF TREATMENTS.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY WILL REVISE THE DOCUMENT, AS STATED IN THE FINAL
   ALTERNATIVES ASSESSMENT, TO STATE THAT UV/OXIDATION COULD POTENTIALLY
   REDUCE THE ORGANIC LOADING ON OTHER ORGANIC REMOVAL PROCESSES (I.E., GAC
   SYSTEM AND AIR STRIPPING PROCESS) OR SERVES AS A POLISHING PROCESS.
   DETERMINATION OF HOW THE UV/OXIDATION UNIT WILL BE SEQUENCED IN THE
   TREATMENT PROCESS TRAIN WILL BE PART OF THE DETAILED DESIGN PHASE.

   2. AS REQUESTED IN EPA COMMENT 4 ON THE REVISED DRAFT ASSESSMENT, PLEASE
   PROVIDE US WITH A FLOW DIAGRAM FOR THE EXISTING CWTS, SIMILAR TO THE ONE
   PROVIDED FOR THE PROPOSED CUTS IN FIGURE 1 OF THE FINAL ASSESSMENT,
   WHICH WOULD BE USEFUL IN COMPARING ALTERNATIVES.  FURTHER, WE AWAIT
   RECEIPT OF THE REQUESTED SCHEMATIC AND "DETAILS OF THE WASTEWATER 'FEED



   SYSTEM'", PROMISED TO US IN THE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 ON THE ASSESSMENT.

   RESPONSE: A SCHEMATIC OF THE EXISTING SOUTH PLANTS TREATMENT SYSTEM AND
   HOW IT FEEDS INTO THE 170,000 GALLON STORAGE TANK HAS BEEN PROVIDED TO
   EPA UNDER SEPARATE LETTER, DATED FEBRUARY 23, 1990.  THIS SCHEMATIC ALSO
   SHOWS THE FLOW OF WASTEWATER THROUGH THE TREATMENT SYSTEM.

   3. PAGE 10, PLEASE REVISE THE CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS TO INCLUDE THE
   RECEIPT OF COMMENTS FROM THE PARTIES ON THE ALTERNATIVES ASSESSMENT.

   RESPONSE: THE TEXT HAS BEEN CHANGED TO REFLECT THIS COMMENT.

   4. PAGE 13, THE DESIGN MUST BE FLEXIBLE TO ALLOW THE TREATMENT OF
   CONTAMINANTS OTHER THAN FLUORIDE BY THE ACTIVATED ALUMINA.

   PLEASE STATE WHETHER THE ACTIVATED ALUMINA UNIT IS TO BE REGENERATED OR
   DISPOSED ONSITE OR WHETHER THE EXHAUSTED MEDIA WILL BE THUS MANAGED
   OFFSITE.  IF THE UNIT IS TO BE REGENERATED ONSITE, HOW THE SPENT
   REGENERANT WILL BE HANDLED AND ARARS FOR THAT PROCESS SHOULD BE
   DISCUSSED IN THIS DOCUMENT.  PLEASE EXPAND THE TEXT TO ADDRESS THIS.

   THE RESPONSE TO THE ABOVE COMMENT IN THE FINAL ASSESSMENT STATES THIS
   ISSUE WILL BE COVERED IN THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT.  THE PROPOSED
   DECISION DOCUMENT STATES THE ISSUE IS RESPONDED TO IN THE FINAL
   ASSESSMENT.  THE ISSUE IS NOT ADDRESSED IN EITHER DOCUMENT.  PLEASE
   ADDRESS IT IN THIS RESPONSE.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY AGREES THAT THE DESIGN OF THE ACTIVATED ALUMINA UNIT
   SHOULD BE FLEXIBLE ENOUGH TO INCLUDE THE TREATMENT OF OTHER CONTAMINANTS
   OTHER THAN FLUORIDE IF DETERMINED NECESSARY.  FOR INSTANCE, WASTEWATERS
   WHICH COULD POTENTIALLY BE GENERATED FROM THE M-1 SETTLING PONDS AND
   LIME SETTLING BASINS IRAS CONTAIN ARSENIC AND WOULD NEED TO BE TREATED
   BY THE ACTIVATED ALUMINA UNIT.  CURRENTLY, ARSENIC IS BEING TREATED BY
   ACTIVATED ALUMINA IN THE 1727 SUMP IRA.  DURING THE DETAILED DESIGN
   PHASE OF THE PROJECT ARSENIC AND ANY OTHER CONTAMINANTS THAT CAN BE
   TREATED BY ACTIVATED ALUMINA WILL BE ADDRESSED.

   THE PREFERRED APPROACH FOR HANDLING SPENT ACTIVATED ALUMINA IS OFFSITE
   MANAGEMENT AS STATED IN THE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 8 ON THE REVISED DRAFT
   ASSESSMENT.  THE STATEMENT WILL BE INCLUDED IN THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION
   DOCUMENT.

   5. PAGE 16, THE TEXT DOES NOT VIEW AWQCS AS ARARS.  IN THIS INSTANCE,
   TREATMENT WILL BE FOLLOWED BY SURFACE WATER DISCHARGE.  UNLESS THERE ARE
   RISK-BASED LEVELS THAT ARE MORE PROTECTIVE, AWQCS ARE ARARS AS THERE ARE
   BIOTA RECEPTORS FROM THE DISCHARGED SURFACE WATER.

   RESPONSE: FEDERAL WATER QUALITY CRITERIA (FWQC) WERE REVIEWED AND
   CONSISTENT WITH THE PROPOSED NCP, NOT REFLECTED AS ARARS IF MORE CURRENT
   HEALTH INFORMATION WAS AVAILABLE.  THIS IRA WILL DISCHARGE INTO THE
   SENITARY SEWER FOR TRANSPORT TO THE RMA STP FOR FURTHER TREATMENT.  THE
   DISCHARGE FROM THE STP IS LIMITED BY THE EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS CONTAINED
   IN THE NPDES PERMIT.

   6. PAGE 21, THE AIR QUALITY CONTROL REGIONS LANGUAGE IN THE DOCUMENT
   NEEDS TO BE REVISED TO REFLECT THE LANGUAGE DEVELOPED FOR OTHER IRAS.

   RESPONSE: THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REVISED IN RESPONSE
   TO THIS COMMENT.

   7. PAGE 21, 40 CFR 61 STANDARDS ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE (NOT
   APPLICABLE) IF CONTAMINANTS EMITTED FROM THE STRIPPER ARE REGULATED AND
   EXCEED THRESHOLD QUANTITIES.  THESE STANDARDS NEED TO BE REEVALUATED FOR



   THE QUANTITY AND TYPE OF COMPOUND BEING EMITTED RATHER THAN DISMISSING
   THEM' ON A PROCESS EVALUATION.

   RESPONSE: THE STANDARDS CONTAINED IN 40 CFR 61 WERE REVIEWED AND
   DETERMINED NOT TO BE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO THE AIR STRIPPER
   OPERATIONS, TO BE UTILIZED AS PART OF THE TREATMENT BY THIS IRA SYSTEM.
   THE ARMY WILL COMPLY WITH THE GUIDANCE CONTAINED IN OSWER DIRECTIVE
   9355.U-28 CONCERNING AIR STRIPPER CONTROLS.

   8. PAGE 22, PER EPA POLICY, CERCLA COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER LAWS MANUAL
   (OSWER DIRECTIVE 9234.1-01), THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT, THE MIGRATORY
   BIRD TREATY ACT, AND THE BALD EAGLE PROTECTION ACT ARE ARARS.

   RESPONSE: THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT, THE MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT, AND
   THE BALD EAGLE PROTECTION ACT ARE IDENTIFIED AS APPLICABLE TO THIS IRA
   IN THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT.

   9. PAGE 28, NO "LISTED WASTES" WERE IDENTIFIED FOR THIS IRA.  WE DO NOT
   AGREE WITH THIS ASSERTION.  AS STATED ON PAGE 5, THE GOAL OF THIS IRA IS
   TO "TREAT WASTEWATERS RESULTING FROM THE ASSESSMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION
   OF RESPONSE ACTIONS AT THE RMA." GIVEN THE LONG HISTORY OF PRODUCTION
   AND THE WIDE VARIETY OF CONTAMINANTS DETECTED ON RMA, IT IS IMPROBABLE
   THAT THERE ARE NO LISTED WASTES TO BE TREATED FROM WELL DEVELOPMENT
   WATERS OR DECONTAMINATION WATERS.  WE REFER YOU TO 40 CFR 261, PARTS C
   AND D, FOR DESCRIPTION AND LISTING OF CHARACTERISTIC AND LISTED WASTES.
   WE WISH TO DISCUSS THIS MATTER FURTHER AND ASSIST IN THE IDENTIFICATION
   OF RMA LISTED WASTES AND POTENTIAL IMPACT OF THE LDR REGULATIONS (EITHER
   EXISTING OR PROPOSED).

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY WILL WORK CLOSELY WITH EPA TO IDENTIFY WASTES WHICH
   MAY BE RESTRICTED FROM LAND DISPOSAL.  AS EPA IS AWARE, GUIDANCE
   CONCERNING THIS MATTER IS STILL UNDER DEVELOPMENT.  IF IT IS DETERMINED
   THAT SUCH WASTE IS PRESENT, THE ARMY WILL ACT IN A MANNER CONSISTENT
   WITH THE EPA GUIDANCE THEN IN EFFECT FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF SUCH IN THE
   CONTEXT OF CERCLA CLEANUP ACTIONS.

   10. PAGE-11.  PLEASE STATE THE JUSTIFICATION FOR CHOOSING PARALLEL PLATE
   SETTLING FOR THE CHEMICAL ADDITION/PRECIPITATION TREATED WASTEWATER.
   PLEASE STATE WHETHER SUFFICIENT DATA ARE AVAILABLE TO DETERMINE A
   SPECIFIC TYPE OF SETTLING TECHNOLOGY AT THIS POINT.

   RESPONSE: SUFFICIENT DATA IS NOT AVAILABLE TO DETERMINE A SPECIFIC TYPE
   OF SETTLING TECHNOLOGY AT THIS POINT.  THE TEXT HAS BEEN CHANGED TO
   REFLECT THAT THE SELECTION OF A SPECIFIC SETTLING TECHNOLOGY WILL OCCUR
   IN THE DESIGN PHASE AND BE BASED UPON AN ENGINEERING EVALUATION AND
   DESIGN TESTING AS NECESSARY.

            RESPONSES TO STATE COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO
               ON THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT, DECEMBER 1989

   GENERAL COMMENTS:

   1. BASED UPON THE STATE'S REVIEW OF THIS PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT AND
   ARMY RESPONSES TO STATE COMMENTS ON THIS IRA'S ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT,
   THE STATE IS UNWILLING TO PROVIDE TO THE ARMY ITS POSITION ON THE ARMY'S
   DECISION AT THIS TIME.  STATE APPROVAL OR DENIAL OF THE ARMY'S DECISION
   TO CONSTRUCT A NEW WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM ON RMA CAN ONLY BE
   DECIDED ONCE THE STATE RECEIVES ADEQUATE RESPONSES TO NUMEROUS TECHNICAL
   QUESTIONS AND/OR CONCERNS IT HAS PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED THE ARMY, AND THOSE
   INCLUDED IN THIS COMMENT PACKAGE.  IN ADDITION, UNTIL THE STATE IS
   PROVIDED WITH SUFFICIENT INFORMATION TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE THE CHOSEN
   ALTERNATIVES' FEASIBILITY IN REMOVING CONTAMINANTS, IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOR



   THE STATE TO CONCUR WITH THE ARMY'S PROPOSED DECISION ON THE CHOSEN PROCESSES.

   IN THE STATE'S COMMENTS ON THE ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT, IMPORTANT
   TECHNICAL ISSUES SUCH AS 1) HOW THE PROPOSED UNIT PROCESS OPERATIONS
   WILL WORK; 2) THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS' POTENTIAL IMPACT ON THE
   RMA SANITARY SEWER PLANT; 3) THE ABILITY OF THE UNIT PROCESS OPERATIONS
   TO REMOVE CONTAMINANTS KNOWN TO BE IN THE WASTEWATER SCHEDULED FOR
   TREATMENT UNDER THIS IRA; 4) ADEQUATE MONITORING OF THE EFFLUENT
   WASTEWATERS TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS; AND 5) ARMY ASSURANCES THAT
   THE METHODS OF TREATMENT PROPOSED WILL MEET ARARS WERE NOT SUFFICIENTLY
   RESPONDED TO BY THE ARMY.  INSTEAD, THE STATE WAS TOLD THAT ISSUES SUCH
   AS THESE WOULD BE ADDRESSED IN THE DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION REPORT.
   THESE IMPORTANT CONCERNS CANNOT BE INAPPROPRIATELY POSTPONED TO A LATER
   DATE IN THE PROCESS.

   RESPONSE: IT IS REGRETTABLE THAT THE STATE HAS CHOSEN NOT TO ENDORSE THE
   ARMY'S PROPOSED DECISION TO CONSTRUCT A NEW ONSITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT
   SYSTEM TO REPLACE THE PRESENT SYSTEM.  AS MORE INTERIM RESPONSE ACTIONS
   (IRAS) MOVE INTO THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE, THE NEED FOR GREATER
   WASTEWATER TREATMENT CAPACITY AND CAPABILITY AT A CENTRALLY LOCATED
   FACILITY IS SELF-EVIDENT.  IN THE SIMPLEST OF TERMS, THE ARMY HAS
   RECOGNIZED THIS NEED AND COMMITTED THROUGH THE PROPOSED DECISION
   DOCUMENT TO DESIGN, EVALUATE, CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE A NEW TREATMENT FACILITY.

   IN RESPONDING TO EARLIER TECHNICAL COMMENTS FROM THE STATE, THE ARMY DID
   NOT DISMISS THEM AS UNWORTHY OF A RESPONSE.  RATHER, WE ATTEMPTED TO
   EXPLAIN THAT WHILE THEY WERE VALID QUESTIONS, THEY WOULD BE ANSWERED IN
   LATER IRA PHASES, AND THAT THEY WENT FAR BEYOND THE BASIC DECISION TO
   BUILD A NEW. TREATMENT FACILITY.  DURING THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL
   ENGINEERING DESIGN EFFORTS, THE STATE WILL BE PROVIDED SUFFICIENT
   INFORMATION TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE THE CHOSEN ALTERNATIVES AND THEIR
   EFFICIENCIES IN REMOVING CONTAMINANTS.  BY ACCEPTING THE ABOVE DECISION,
   THE STATE IS NOT FOREVER WAIVING ITS NEED TO JUDGE THE DESIGN AND
   OPERATION OF THE FACILITY, BUT RATHER IS MERELY CONCURRING THAT THIS IRA
   SHOULD PROCEED INTO THE NEXT PHASE, I.E., DESIGN/EVALUATION.

   THE CERCLA TREATMENT FACILITY IS ENVISIONED BY THE ARMY TO BE A LONG
   TERM PROJECT THAT IS LIKELY TO BE IN OPERATION THROUGHOUT THE ARSENAL
   CLEANUP.  AS SUCH, THE ORGANIZATIONS AND STATE WILL HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY
   TO REVIEW AND COMMENT NOT ONLY DURING THIS IRA, BUT ALSO IN THE FINAL
   RECORD OF DECISION.

   IN RESPONDING TO THE STATE'S COMMENTS ON THE ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT, THE
   ARMY ATTEMPTED TO CLARIFY THE MEANING OF THESE COMMENTS THOSE THAT DEALT
   WITH THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND ASSOCIATED WORK PERFORMED WERE ANSWERED.
   THOSE THAT DEALT WITH THE POTENTIAL DESIGN AND OPERATION OF THE
   FACILITY, I.E., WORK NOT YET COMPLETED, WERE DEFERRED UNTIL THE
   APPROPRIATE IRA PHASE WAS REACHED.  AT NO TIME WAS THE ARMY ATTEMPTING
   TO CIRCUMVENT STATE CONCERNS OR IMPLY THAT THE STATE HAD TO RELY ON "TRUST".

   FIRST, THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT SPECIFIED THAT FIVE UNIT PROCESSES
   SHOULD BE USED IN THE CERCLA FACILITY.  THE STATE HAD CONCERNS ABOUT
   EXACTLY HOW THESE PROCESSES WOULD BE OPERATED.  THE ARMY SURMISES THAT
   THESE CONCERNS WERE ABOUT SIZING, FLOWRATES, EFFICIENCIES AND
   INTER-RELATIONSHIPS TO OTHER UNIT PROCESSES.  TO PROVIDE THIS KIND OF
   DETAIL, THE ARMY WOULD HAVE TO DESIGN, CONSTRUCT AND STARTUP TEST THE
   FACILITY.  CLEARLY THE DOCUMENT THAT WOULD CONTAIN SUCH INFORMATION
   WOULD NOT BE A DECISION DOCUMENT, BUT RATHER AN IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT.

   SECOND, THE ARMY IS KEENLY AWARE OF THE FACILITIES POTENTIAL IMPACT ON
   THE RMA SANITARY SEWER AND ITS OPERATIONS WITHIN THE NPDES PERMIT.  IN
   RESPONSE TO THE STATE'S CONCERNS, THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT ONE FOCUS OF
   DESIGN SHOULD BE AN INVESTIGATION INTO MINIMIZING THE DISCHARGE OF



   TREATED WATER INTO THE SANITARY SEWER.  POSSIBLE CONCEPTS THAT THE ARMY
   WOULD LIKE TO INVESTIGATE ARE:  1) RETURNING TREATED WATER THAT
   ORIGINATED AS GROUNDWATER TO THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER VIA ONE OF THE
   EXISTING GROUNDWATER TREATMENT SYSTEMS; 2) RECYCLING TREATED
   DOCONTAMINATION PAD WATER AND USING THAT TREATED WATER TO DECONTAMINATE
   VEHICLES AGAIN; 3) PASSIVE EVAPORATION OF TREATED WATER.  OBVIOUSLY,
   UNTIL THE RESULTS OF SUCH DESIGN INVESTIGATIONS ARE AVAILABLE, THE
   ARMY'S PROPOSED DECISION TO DISCHARGE TO THIS SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM
   REMAINS UNCHANGED.  IF THE RESULTS OF THE DESIGN INVESTIGATION INDICATE
   A NEED TO CHANGE THE PROPOSED DISCHARGE DECISION, THE ARMY WOULD REOPEN
   PUBLIC COMMENT AND THE DECISION PROCESS FOR THIS SINGLE ASPECT OF THE
   CERCLA FACILITY.

   THIRD, THE ABILITY OF THE CHOSEN UNIT PROCESSES TO REMOVE KNOWN
   CONTAMINANTS WILL LOGICALLY BE ADDRESSED IN ENGINEERING DESIGN AND
   TESTING.  THE STATE WILL HAVE SEVERAL ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR
   REVIEW AND COMMENT DURING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION PRIOR TO ANY
   WASTEWATER TREATMENT OCCURRING.  IN TERMS OF THE TECHNICAL BASIS FOR
   SELECTION OF THE FIVE UNIT PROCESSES, ONLY ONE HAS NOT BEEN PREVIOUSLY
   USED BY EXISTING ARSENAL OR IRA SYSTEMS.  THAT UNIT PROCESS, I.E.,
   METALS PRECIPITATION, WILL RECEIVE THE GREATEST ATTENTION IN THE DESIGN
   PHASE.

   FINALLY, STATE CONCERNS ABOUT ARMY ASSURANCES THAT COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS
   WILL BE MET ARE WITHOUT BASIS.  SIMPLY PUT, THE ARMY RECOGNIZES THAT
   ARARS HAVE TO BE MET TO OPERATE AN IRA.  IF THE CERCLA TREATMENT
   FACILITY CANNOT ACHIEVE ARARS, IT CANNOT BE OPERATED.  THE STATE IS NOT
   AT RISK IN THIS APPROACH.  RATHER, THE ARMY ASSUMES RISK AND FINANCIAL
   LIABILITY IF THE CERCLA FACILITY IS IMPROPERLY DESIGNED.  IT IS IN THE
   PARAMOUNT INTEREST OF THE ARMY TO BE "RIGHT THE FIRST TIME" ON THIS IRA.
   THE STATE IS NOT BEING ASKED TO BLINDLY "TRUST" THE ARMY.  THE STATE IS
   ONLY BEING ASKED TO WORK WITHIN THE IRA PROCESS, AND TO REVIEW DESIGN
   AND OPERATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE IRA AS THEY ARE DEVELOPED.

   SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

   1. THE ARMY PROPOSES USING THE AIR STRIPPER AT THE SOUTH PLANTS IN THIS
   PROCESS.  THE PILOT TESTING OF THE AIR STRIPPER PRESENTED IN THE CERCLA
   WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM FINAL ASSESSMENT, CONSISTING OF ONLY SIX
   BEFORE AND AFTER SAMPLES OF ONLY A FEW VOLATILE ORGANICS, IS INADEQUATE
   TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE THE AIR STRIPPER.  THE STATE REQUESTS THAT
   ADDITIONAL PILOT TESTING BE DONE PRIOR TO MAKING A DECISION WHETHER OR
   NOT TO USE THIS STRIPPER.  THE STATE CANNOT EVALUATE WHETHER THIS UNIT
   PROCESS WILL BE CAPABLE OF MEETING ARARS FOR VOLATILE ORGANICS WITHOUT
   MORE PILOT TEST DATA.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY'S DECISION MADE IN THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT WAS
   THAT AIR STRIPPING TECHNOLOGY WOULD BE USED IN THE CERCLA TREATMENT
   FACILITY.  THE ARMY DID SUGGEST THAT THE PRESENT AIR STRIPPER AT THE
   SOUTH PLANTS MAY BE SUITABLE FOR USE IN THE CERCLA TREATMENT FACILITY.
   THIS STATEMENT BY NO MEANS GUARANTEES USE OF THE EXISTING SOUTH PLANTS
   AIR STRIPPER IN THE CERCLA TREATMENT FACILITY.  ADDITIONAL ENGINEERING
   EVALUATION OF THE EXISTING AIR STRIPPER WILL BE PERFORMED DURING DESIGN.
   THE ENGINEERING EVALUATION ENVISIONED WOULD POTENTIALLY INCLUDE
   ADDITIONAL TESTING, ANALYSIS OF EQUIPMENT CAPACITY, ASSESSING THE NEED
   FOR VENT GAS CONTROL AND A COST COMPARISON FOR RELOCATION/ MODIFICATION
   OF THE EXISTING AIR STRIPPER VERSUS A NEW UNIT.  A DECISION WHETHER TO
   UTILIZE THE EXISTING AIR STRIPPER OR DESIGN AND PURCHASE A NEW UNIT WILL
   BE ADDRESSED IN THE DESIGN PHASE AS EXPLAINED ABOVE AND WOULD ONLY OCCUR
   AFTER ADDITIONAL ENGINEERING EVALUATION.

   2. ACCORDING TO THE DECISION DOCUMENT (P. 12) NO CONTAMINATED RESIDUE
   WILL BE PRODUCED BY THE AIR STRIPPING PROCESS.  THIS APPEARS TO INDICATE



   THAT NO CARBON ADSORBERS WOULD REQUIRE REGULAR REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OR
   REGENERATION.  HOWEVER, ACCORDING TO P. 24 OF THE DECISION DOCUMENT, THE
   ARMY IS BOUND UNDER COLORADO AIR POLLUTION CONTROL REGULATION NO. 3,
   SECTION IV(D)(3)(A) TO USE THE BEST PRACTICAL CONTROL TECHNOLOGY. THE
   STATE BELIEVES THAT A CARBON ADSORBER OR A FUME INCINERATOR WILL BE
   REQUIRED TO COMPLY WITH THIS REGULATION.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY'S DISCUSSION REGARDING AIR STRIPPING TECHNOLOGY AS
   PART OF THE TREATMENT PROCESS WAS BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT AIR
   STRIPPING WOULD MOST LIKELY BE USED ONLY AS A FINAL POLISHING STEP
   FOLLOWING CARBON ADSORPTION.  IF AIR STRIPPING TECHNOLOGY IS USED AS A
   POLISHING STEP IN THE TREATMENT PROCESS, STACK GAS MONITORING IS LIKELY
   TO SHOW VERY LOW CONCENTRATIONS OR NO DETECTABLE LEVELS OF KNOWN
   CONTAMINANTS.  FOR THAT REASON, CARBON ADSORPTION OR FUME INCINERATION
   FOR OFF GAS CONTROL WAS NOT CONSIDERED NECESSARY AND THUS NO
   CONTAMINATED RESIDUAL WAS EXPECTED.  CERTAINLY THE ARMY AGREES WITH USE
   OF THE BEST PRACTICAL CONTROL TECHNOLOGY.  AS DISCUSSED IN THE RESPONSE
   TO COMMENT NUMBER 1, ADDITIONAL ENGINEERING EVALUATION WILL BE ADDRESSED
   IN THE DESIGN PHASE OF THE PROJECT, AND IF OFF GASSING CONTROLS BECOME
   NECESSARY, BEST PRACTICAL CONTROL TECHNOLOGY WILL BE USED.

   3. PAGE 13 OF THE DECISION DOCUMENT STATES:

   "PROVISIONS WILL BE MADE TO ROUTE EFFLUENT FROM THE TREATMENT SYSTEM
   INTO STORAGE TANKS SHOULD ADDITIONAL TESTING OR TREATMENT BE NEEDED.
   HOWEVER, UPON COMPLETION OF TREATMENT, EFFLUENT DISCHARGE TO THE
   SANITARY SEWER IS APPROPRIATE.

   THE STATE STRONGLY DISAGREES WITH THIS STATEMENT, AND REQUESTS THAT
   TESTING OF EVERY BATCH OF WASTEWATER THROUGH THE SYSTEM BE PERFORMED.
   THE DATA PRESENTED INDICATES THAT USE OF THE UV/CHEMICAL OXIDATION IS A
   TRIAL AND ERROR PROCESS.  THERE IS NO REASON TO BELIEVE THAT EACH BATCH
   OF WASTEWATER WILL CONTAIN SIMILAR CHEMICAL CHARACTERISTICS AND
   CONCENTRATIONS; THEREFORE, CONDITIONS WHICH ARE OPTIMAL FOR THE
   TREATMENT OF SOME WASTEWATERS WILL BE INEFFECTUAL ON OTHER WASTE
   STREAMS.  SIMILARLY, THE STATE HAS INSUFFICIENT DATA TO CONCLUDE THAT
   AIR STRIPPING, METALS AND OTHER INORGANICS REMOVAL PROCESSES WILL WORK
   FOR ALL WASTEWATERS.  FURTHERMORE, THE TESTING MUST BE UNDERTAKEN IN A
   MANNER TO ENSURE THAT ARARS HAVE BEEN MET THROUGH DESTRUCTION AND
   REMOVAL OF CONTAMINANTS AND NOT JUST THROUGH DILUTION WHICH MAY RESULT
   FROM MIXING BEFORE, DURING AND AFTER THE PROCESS.

   RESPONSE: THE STATEMENT REFERENCED BY THE STATE WAS NOT IMPLYING THAT
   EFFLUENT DISCHARGE TO THE SANITARY SEWER WOULD OCCUR WITHOUT APPROPRIATE
   ANALYTICAL TESTING.  THE DOCUMENT WAS REVISED TO CLARIFY THIS MATTER.

   4. THE STATE HAS REVIEWED THE ARMY'S RESPONSE TO OUR COMMENT NUMBER 6 ON
   THE CERCLA WASTEWATER REVISED DRAFT ASSESSMENT WHICH DISCUSSES THE
   "RMA-WIDE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM." THE STATE WAS TOLD THAT THIS PROGRAM
   WOULD ADDRESS THE DISPOSAL OF SOLID RESIDUES FROM THIS WASTEWATER
   TREATMENT PLANT.  NEITHER OF THE TWO DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO, TASK NO.
   32, TECHNICAL PLAN, SAMPLING WASTE HANDLING NOR THE EPA MEMORANDUM OF
   JULY 12, 1985 (INCLUDED AS AN APPENDIX TO "SAMPLING WASTE HANDLING") IS
   APPLICABLE TO THE MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OF THE CERCLA WAS WASTEWATER
   TREATMENT SYSTEM SLUDGES.  AS THE TITLE OF THE FIRST DOCUMENT SUGGESTS,
   THIS TECHNICAL PLAN WAS DESIGNED TO MANAGE WASTES FROM THE RI/FS
   SAMPLING PROGRAM.

   THE OTHER DOCUMENT CITED BY THE ARMY IS ALSO INTENDED ONLY FOR THE
   MANAGEMENT OF CONTAMINATED MATERIALS GENERATED OR DISTURBED DURING RI/FS
   SAMPLING ACTIVITIES.  ITS TITLE IS "EPA REGION VIII PROCEDURE FOR
   HANDLING OF MATERIALS FROM DRILLING, TRENCH EXCAVATION, AND
   DECONTAMINATION DURING CERCLA RI/FS OPERATIONS AT THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN



   ARSENAL." THE FIRST PARAGRAPH CLARIFIES THAT "DECONTAMINATION" IN THE
   TITLE REFERS TO PERSONNEL OR EQUIPMENT.  MOREOVER, IF THE ARMY INTENDED
   TO IMPLY THAT THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM SLUDGES WILL BE
   MANAGED IN THE SAME MANNER AS WASTES DISCUSSED IN TASK 32, WE BELIEVE
   THAT THE MEASUREMENTS FOR THE DISPOSAL OF THE SLUDGES ARE TOO VAGUE.  AS
   DESCRIBED IN "SAMPLING WASTES HANDLING: ON PAGE 27, SECTION 3.3.5.5:

   "MISCELLANEOUS DRUMMED WASTES (CONTAMINATED TRASH AND CLOTHING,
   UNKNOWNS, ETC.) WILL BE KEPT IN LONG-TERM STORAGE UNTIL THE RI/FS HAS
   BEEN COMPLETED OR UNTIL A DISPOSAL OPTION BECOMES AVAILABLE."

   THE DECISION DOCUMENT MUST SET FORTH A SPECIFIC PROGRAM FOR MANAGEMENT
   AND DISPOSAL OF THESE SLUDGES, IN ACCORDANCE WITH STATE AND FEDERAL
   REGULATIONS.  AN ADDITIONAL STATE CONCERN IS THE INCONSISTENCY BETWEEN
   RESPONSES TO STATE COMMENTS ON THE ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT, AND
   STATEMENTS ON PAGES 11 AND 12 OF THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT.
   BULLETS 2, 3, AND 4 OF THE DECISION DOCUMENT DESCRIBE UNIT PROCESS
   OPERATIONS IN SUCH A MANNER AS TO MAKE THE READER BELIEVE THAT EACH UNIT
   PROCESS WILL BE USED TO TREAT THE INFLUENT WASTEWATERS.  STATEMENTS SUCH
   AS "ULTRAVIOLET LIGHT/CHEMICAL OXIDATION WILL BE USED TO DESTROY OR
   REDUCE THE CONCENTRATIONS OF A VARIETY OF ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS, REDUCING
   THE LOAD ON THE ACTIVATED CARBON ADSORPTION TREATMENT" AND "AIR
   STRIPPING WILL REMOVE ANY RESIDUAL VOLATILE ORGANICS SURVIVING CARBON
   ADSORPTION TREATMENT" IMPLIES THAT EACH OF THESE PROCESSES WILL BE USED
   IN UNISON WITH EACH OTHER.

   IN RESPONSE TO STATE CONCERNS REGARDING THE MONITORING OF EFFLUENT
   CHARACTERISTICS (STATE COMMENT NO. 5C ON THE ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT),
   HOWEVER, THE ARMY RESPONDS, "AS THE STATE IS AWARE, EACH BATCH OF
   INFLUENT WASTEWATER WILL BE CHARACTERIZED PRIOR TO TREATMENT SO THAT
   APPROPRIATE USE AND SEQUENCING OF UNIT PROCESSES CAN BE DEFINED." THE
   ARMY'S RESPONSE TO STATE COMMENT NO. 5D ON THE ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT
   STATES, "THE DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS THAT WILL OCCUR LATER IN
   THE IRA PROCESS ADDRESSES THE SPECIFIC METHODS OF TREATMENT AND
   MONITORING TO BE APPLIED..."

   THESE TWO STATEMENTS DIRECTLY CONTRADICT THE DECISION DOCUMENT, WHERE IT
   IS EVIDENT THAT ALL UNIT PROCESS OPERATIONS HAVE ALREADY BEEN SEQUENCED.

   HAS THE ARMY CONCLUDED HOW THE PROPOSED TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL OPERATE TO
   ACHIEVE ARARS?  THE STATE MUST BE ASSURED THAT THE ARMY WILL ADEQUATELY
   ATTEMPT TO REACH ARARS WITH EACH BATCH OF INFLUENT WASTEWATER, USING
   EACH UNIT PROCESS IF NECESSARY.  IN ADDITION, THE ARMY MUST, AS STATED
   ABOVE, IMPLEMENT AN EFFLUENT MONITORING PROGRAM  FOR EACH BATCH OF
   TREATED WASTEWATER, PRIOR TO DISCHARGE INTO THE SANITARY SEWER.

   FINALLY, AS THE ARMY IS AWARE, THE STATE CONTINUES TO HAVE SEVERAL
   SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS REGARDING THE DISCHARGE OF THE TREATED WASTEWATER
   TO THE SANITARY SEWER.  THE ARMY IS UNDOUBTEDLY AWARE THAT THE STATE
   SUBMITTED TO THE EPA NUMEROUS COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED NPDES PERMIT FOR
   THE ARSENAL.

   IN ITS RESPONSE TO THE STATE'S COMMENT NO. 5D ON THE ALTERNATIVE
   ASSESSMENT, THE ARMY REPLIED THAT "THE NPDES PERMIT, NOW UNDER REVIEW
   AND TO BE ISSUED BY EPA FOR THE PLANT, WILL ESTABLISH APPROPRIATE
   DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS THAT THE ARMY IS REQUIRED TO AND WILL COMPLY
   WITH." THE STATE QUESTIONS HOW THE ARMY CAN PREDICT AND ASSURE
   COMPLIANCE WITH THE NPDES PERMIT WITHOUT KNOWLEDGE OF THE FINAL
   DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS.  AS STATED IN THE STATE'S COMMENTS TO THE
   PROPOSED NPDES PERMIT, IT IS INAPPROPRIATE TO ASSUME THAT THE CERCLA
   WASTEWATER WILL BE TREATED TO THE EXTENT NECESSARY TO ENSURE THAT NPDES
   LIMITATIONS WILL BE MET.  SUCH DETERMINATIONS CANNOT BE MADE PRIOR TO
   FIELD TESTING OF THE SYSTEM.  MORE IMPORTANTLY, THE PROPOSED NPDES



   PERMIT DOES NOT INCLUDE LIMITATIONS FOR THE VAST MAJORITY OF CERCLA
   WASTEWATER CONTAMINANTS.

   THEREFORE, IT IS THE STATE'S POSITION THAT A GREAT DEAL OF ADDITIONAL
   PILOT TESTING BE PERFORMED, USING WORST-CASE CHEMICAL CONCENTRATIONS, TO
   BETTER DEFINE THE CAPABILITIES OF THE UNIT PROCESS OPERATIONS.  ONCE THE
   PILOT TEST DATA IS AVAILABLE, AND A FINAL NPDES PERMIT IS ISSUED, THE
   ARMY SHOULD THEN REVALUATE WHETHER COMPLIANCE WITH THE NPDES PERMIT IS
   VIABLE.

   THE STATE REQUESTS A TECHNICAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING IN THE NEAR FUTURE
   TO DISCUSS ITS CONCERNS.  WE BELIEVE THAT THIS MEETING SHOULD BE HELD
   PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT FOR THIS IRA.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY INTENDS TO UTILIZE OFFSITE DISPOSAL FOR MANAGEMENT OF
   SLUDGES AND RESIDUALS GENERATED BY OPERATION OF THE CERCLA TREATMENT
   FACILITY.  THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT WILL BE REVISED TO CLEARLY
   SET FORTH THE ABOVE DECISION ON THE ULTIMATE DISPOSAL OF CERCLA
   TREATMENT FACILITY RESIDUALS AND SLUDGES.  A DETAILED PROGRAM FOR
   MANAGEMENT OF THESE SOLID WASTES FROM GENERATION THROUGH DISPOSAL WILL
   APPROPRIATELY BE DEVELOPED DURING THE DESIGN PHASE AND PROVIDED AS PART
   OF THE DRAFT IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT.  AS ALWAYS THE STATE WILL HAVE THE
   OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THE DRAFT IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENT.

   THE ARMY HAS NOT INTENTIONALLY SEQUENCED UNIT PROCESS OPERATIONS IN THE
   PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT.  AS THE STATE HAS SUGGESTED, THE ARMY WILL,
   IN AN ATTEMPT TO ACHIEVE ARARS, USE EACH UNIT PROCESS AS NECESSARY FOR
   THE TREATMENT OF EACH BATCH OF INFLUENT WASTEWATER.  TEXT CHANGES HAVE
   BEEN INCORPORATED INTO THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT THAT SHOULD
   AVOID ANY IMPRESSION THAT SEQUENCING OF UNIT PROCESS OPERATIONS HAS
   ALREADY BEEN DECIDED.

   THE ARMY IS AWARE OF THE STATE'S CONCERNS REGARDING THE DISCHARGE OF
   TREATED WASTEWATER TO THE SANITARY SEWER.  PLEASE REFER TO THE ARMY'S
   RESPONSE TO THE STATE'S GENERAL COMMENT.

                       RESPONSES TO STATE COMMENTS FROM
             THE STATE OF COLORADO ON APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
      APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM
                                 DECEMBER 1989

   1. IT IS THE STATE'S POSITION THAT THESE COMMENTS ARE SUBMITTED WITHOUT
   WAIVING THE STATE'S LEGAL POSITION ON THE INDEPENDENT ENFORCEABILITY OF
   RCRA/CHWMA TO THIS IRA.  LIQUID RECEIVED AT THE CERCLA WASTEWATER
   TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL CONTAIN LISTED HAZARDOUS WASTES REGULATED UNDER
   THE COLORADO HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT ACT (CHWMA) AND APPLICABLE
   REGULATIONS (6 CCR 10073).  THEREFORE, ANY TREATMENT OR STORAGE OR
   DISPOSAL OF THE LIQUIDS REQUIRES A CHWMA PERMIT.  ANY ON-SITE DISPOSAL
   SITE WOULD BE REQUIRED TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SITING OF A
   HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE FOUND IN THE CHWMA REGULATIONS.  ANY
   OFF-SITE DISPOSAL WOULD HAVE TO BE ACCOMPLISHED AT A PERMITTED FACILITY;
   TRANSPORTATION WOULD BE SUBJECT TO, AND HAVE TO MEET THE MANIFEST
   REQUIREMENTS AND THE TRANSPORTER REQUIREMENTS CONTAINED IN THE CHWMA
   REGULATIONS.  SEE SPECIFIC COMMENTS BELOW.

   RESPONSE:  AS THE STATE IS AWARE, THE ARMY IS PROCEEDING CONSISTENT WITH
   CERCLA IN THE CONDUCT OF THIS IRA.  ARARS ARE IDENTIFIED CONSISTENT WITH
   THE PROVISIONS OF CERCLA SECTION 121, 42 USC S 9621.

   SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

   1. PAGE 16, PARAGRAPH 2: THE ARMY SHOULD IDENTIFY ARARS FOR EACH
   CONTAMINANT THAT WILL BE PRESENT IN THE WASTEWATER TO BE TREATED AS PART



   OF THIS INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION.  TOWARD THIS END, THIS PARAGRAPH SHOULD
   PROVIDE SPECIFIC SOURCES FOR ITS "LIST OF SPECIFIC CONTAMINANTS" THAT IS
   THE BASIS OF THIS ARARS ANALYSIS, AND SUBSTANTIATION FOR ITS ASSERTION
   THAT THIS LIST REPRESENTS THOSE CONTAMINANTS "LIKELY TO BE FOUND IN THE
   SYSTEM INFLUENTE" AT A MINIMUM, THE ARMY'S ARARS ANALYSIS SHOULD INCLUDE
   (A) 1,3-DIFLUOROBENZENE, AS INDICATED ON PAGE 83 OF THE JUNE 1989 "DRAFT
   FINAL REPORT, CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND
   PROCESSES TREATABILITY STUDY" AND (B), MANGANESE, AS INDICATED ON PAGE
   89 OF THE SAME REPORT, AND (C) ALL DEGRADATION PRODUCTS FROM ANY OF THE
   PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED CONTAMINANTS THAT MAY REASONABLY BE EXPECTED TO BE
   FOUND IN THE WASTEWATER TO BE TREATED.

   RESPONSE: THE LIST OF SPECIFIC CONTAMINANTS HAS BEEN COMPILED BASED UPON
   TREATABILITY TEST DATA AND REPRESENTS THOSE CONTAMINANTS LIKELY TO BE
   CONTAINED IN THE SYSTEM INFLUENT.  THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT
   ADDRESSES ARAR AND TBC LEVELS TO BE ATTAINED FOR LISTED CONTAMINANTS.
   WHEN NO ARAR OR TBC LEVEL CAN BE IDENTIFIED FOR A COMPOUND, SUCH AS
   1,3-DIFLOUROBENZENE, NO SUCH LEVEL IS INDICATED.  THE ARMY CAN ONLY RELY
   ON PUBLISHED MATERIAL TO DETERMINE ARAR AND TBC LEVELS AND CAN NOT
   CREATE THESE WITHOUT BASIS.

   2. PAGE 16. PARAGRAPH 2: THE PARAGRAPH SEEMS TO IMPLY THAT THE RMA
   SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT OFFERS A SECOND, MORE THROUGH CLEANUP OF THE
   CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN THE CERCLA WASTEWATER.  THE DOCUMENT STATES, "THIS
   PROPOSED IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL DISCHARGE TREATED EFFLUENT TO THE
   SANITARY SEWER FOR EVENTUAL RELEASE AFTER FURTHER TREATMENT WITHIN THE
   RMA SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT..."  THE DOCUMENT STATES THAT DISCHARGES FROM
   THE STP ARE "STRICTLY REGULATED" BY THE RMA NPDES PERMIT, CURRENTLY
   UNDER REVISION.  HOWEVER, AS DOCUMENTED BY THE STATE COMMENTS REGARDING
   THE PROPOSED NPDES PERMIT REVISION, THE PERMIT DOES NOT INCLUDE
   LIMITATIONS FOR MANY OF THE CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN CERCLA WASTEWATER.  IN
   ADDITION, NEITHER THE PROPOSED PERMIT NOR THE STATEMENT OF BASIS FOR THE
   PERMIT, PRESCRIBE FURTHER TREATMENT OF MOST OF THE CONTAMINANTS LIKELY
   TO BE DISCHARGED FROM THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM.  THE APPROACH
   TAKEN BY THE ARMY IS CONTRARY TO THE APPLICABLE REGULATIONS UNDER THE
   NPDES PROGRAM WHICH REQUIRES THAT EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS BE ESTABLISHED
   FOR UPSTREAM DISCHARGES.  ONLY BY REGULATING ALL POINT-SOURCE DISCHARGES
   CAN EPA ENSURE THAT POLLUTANTS ARE BEING TREATED, NOT MERELY DILUTED, TO
   ACCEPTABLE CONCENTRATIONS.

   AS EXPLAINED IN STATE COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED PERMIT, IT IS THE STATE'S
   POSITION THAT THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM IS NOT A REMEDIAL ACTION
   SELECTED IN COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 121 OF CERCLA, AND THEREFORE IS NOT
   EXEMPT FROM PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS.

   RESPONSE: AS THE STATE IS AWARE, THE EPA IS CURRENTLY REVISING THE NPDES
   PERMIT FOR THE RMA SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT.  THE EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND
   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS WILL BE FINALLY ESTABLISHED BY EPA IN THE NEAR
   FUTURE.  THE NPDES PERMIT IS NOT INTENDED TO DUPLICATE THE TREATMENT
   STANDARDS CONTAINED WITHIN THIS IRA DECISION DOCUMENT.  THE EXTENSIVE
   ANALYSIS AND DETAILED TREATMENT STANDARDS DEVELOPED PURSUANT TO CERCLA
   FOR THIS IRA PROVIDE LIMITATIONS FOR THE SPECIFIC EFFLUENT FROM THE IRA
   TREATMENT SYSTEM.  IT IS ALSO CLEAR THAT MANY OF THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE
   EFFLUENT WILL BE TREATED BY THE OPERATIONS CONDUCTED BY THE SEWAGE
   TREATMENT PLANT.  THE ARMY IS PROCEEDING PURSUANT TO CERCLA WITH THIS
   IRA AND PURSUANT TO CERCLA SECTION 121(E), 42 USC S 9621(E) NO FEDERAL,
   STATE OR LOCAL PERMIT IS REQUIRED.

   3. PAGE 16. PARAGRAPH 5: THE TEXT STATES, "CONSISTENT WITH THE MOST
   RECENT EPA GUIDANCE, THE PROPOSED NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN ("NCP"), 53
   FED. REG. 51394, 51441, MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL GOALS CONTAINED IN THE
   NPDW ARE NOT CONSIDERED EITHER APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO
   APPLY IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM."  HOWEVER, THE PROPOSED



   NCP, WHICH THE ARMY TREATS AS PRESENTLY APPLICABLE, STATES, "EPA
   RECOGNIZES THAT THERE MAY BE SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES WHERE PROTECTION OF
   HUMAN HEALTH REQUIRES MORE STRINGENT STANDARDS THAN MCLS, AS WITH
   MULTIPLE  CONTAMINANTS  OR PATHWAYS OF EXPOSURE.  IN SUCH CASES, EPA
   WILL MAKE A SITE-SPECIFIC DETERMINATION WHETHER RISK POSED BY SUCH
   MULTIPLE CONTAMINANTS OR PATHWAYS IS IN EXCESS OF (10-4) AND, THEREFORE,
   OF THE NEED FOR MORE STRINGENT STANDARDS, CONSIDERING MCLGS, EPA'S
   POLICY ON USE OF APPROPRIATE RISK RANGES FOR CARCINOGENS, LEVELS OF
   QUANTIFICATION, AND OTHER PERTINENT GUIDELINES." THE ARMY SHOULD
   THEREFORE CONSIDER MCLGS.

   RESPONSE: MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL GOALS (MCLG) WERE REVIEWED AFTER
   ISSUANCE OF THE FINAL NCP BY EPA.  CONSISTENT WITH THE GUIDANCE
   CONTAINED IN THE NCP, NO NON-ZERO MCLGS WERE IDENTIFIED AS BEING MORE
   STRINGENT THAN THE STANDARDS IDENTIFIED IN THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION
   DOCUMENT.

   4. PAGE 17, PARAGRAPH 4: THE ARMY IGNORES FEDERAL WATER QUALITY CRITERIA
   (FWQC) BY STATING THAT THE TCBS ARE MORE "RECENT".  IN ITS RESPONSE TO
   THE STATE'S COMMENT 6 ON THE DRAFT ARARS FOR THE CERCLA WASTEWATER
   TREATMENT SYSTEM, THE ARMY CITED THE PROPOSED NCP AS AUTHORITY FOR
   DISREGARDING FWQC.

   THE PROPOSED NCP STATES, "EPA RECOMMENDED RFD'S AND CANCER POTENCY
   FACTORS. . . SHOULD BE USED WHEN AN FWQC DOES NOT REFLECT CURRENT
   INFORMATION." 53 FED. REG. 51394, 51442.  THE STATE IS CONCERNED THAT
   THE ARMY MAY HAVE IGNORED FWQC WHERE NO RFD'S OR CANCER POTENCY FACTORS
   EXISTED.  THE ARMY SHOULD REVIEW THE FWQC TO DETERMINE (SIC) IF NO MORE
   CURRENT STANDARD EXISTS.  IF THE FWQC IS THE ONLY STANDARD FOR THE
   SPECIFIC CONTAMINANT, FWQC MUST, AT A MINIMUM, BE MET.

   CERCLA ITSELF PROVIDES THAT A REMEDIAL ACTION IS TO "REQUIRE A LEVEL OR
   STANDARD OF CONTROL WHICH AT LEAST ATTAINS. . . WATER QUALITY CRITERIA
   ESTABLISHED UNDER SECTION 304 OR 303 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT, WHERE SUCH
   GOALS OR CRITERIA ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES
   OR THE RELEASE OR THREATENED RELEASE." (SECTION 121(D)(2)).

   RATHER THAN REQUIRING ADHERENCE TO WATER QUALITY CRITERIA, CERCLA
   PROVIDES THAT THE CRITERIA "AT LEAST" BE ATTAINED.  OVERALL, CERCLA
   REMEDIES MUST "ATTAIN A DEGREE OF CLEANUP. . . AND OF CONTROL OF FURTHER
   RELEASE AT A MINIMUM WHICH ASSURES PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
   ENVIRONMENT." (SEE SECTION 121(D)(L) OF CERCLA.)  MANY OF THE AWQC FOR
   AQUATIC LIFE ARE IN FACT "LOWEST OBSERVED EFFECT LEVELS," MEANING THAT
   THEY ARE NOT STRINGENT ENOUGH TO BE FULLY PROTECTIVE.  THEREFORE, AT
   LEAST IN THESE INSTANCES, THE CLEANUP GOAL SHOULD BE MORE STRINGENT THAN
   THE AWQC.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY HAS PROCEEDED CONSISTENT WITH EPA GUIDANCE CONCERNING
   THE USE OF FWQC IN CERCLA CLEANUP ACTIONS.  THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT,
   CONSISTENT WITH THE NCP, THE MOST RECENT DATA AVAILABLE HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED.

   5. PAGE 17, PARAGRAPH 5: THE TEXT STATES THAT MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS
   (MCLS) OFFER "ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT."
   THE STATE DISAGREES THAT MCLS ARE PROTECTIVE ENOUGH OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND
   THE ENVIRONMENT.  MANY MCLS, ARSENIC, FOR EXAMPLE, REPRESENT EXCESS
   CANCER RISKS SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER THAT 10E-6.  CONGRESS ACKNOWLEDGED
   THIS FACT AND FOR THIS REASON PROVIDED THAT CERCLA CLEANUPS SHOULD MEET
   MCLGS WHICH ARE STATUTORILY REQUIRED TO BE TRULY PROTECTIVE.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY HAS PROCEEDED CONSISTENT WITH THE NCP CONCERNING THIS
   ISSUE.  SEE RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENT 3.

   6. PAGE 17, PARAGRAPH 5: THE TEXT STATES THAT THE EFFLUENT FROM THE



   CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM" WILL BE FURTHER TREATED AT THE RMA
   STP." THIS STATEMENT IS UNSUBSTANTIATED AND SHOULD BE DELETED.  SEE THE
   STATE'S SPECIFIC COMMENT 2.

   RESPONSE: SEE RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENT 2.

   7. PAGE 18, PARAGRAPH 1: THE ARMY PROPOSES TO "APPLY ANY REMEDIAL ACTION
   OBJECTIVES LATER DEVELOPED IN THE FINAL OFFPOST EA/FS REPORT TO THE
   EXTENT PRACTICABLE TO THESE COMPOUNDS" THE STATE RESERVES THE RIGHT TO
   COMMENT ON THESE OBJECTIVES ONCE THEY ARE IDENTIFIED.

   RESPONSE: THE STATE WILL HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT DURING THE
   PREPARATION OF THE FINAL OFF-POST EA/FS.

   8. PAGE 18, PARAGRAPH 3: THE STATE APPRECIATES THE ARMY'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT
   THAT THE COLORADO BASIC STANDARDS AND METHODOLOGIES (CBSM) AND COLORADO
   BASIC STANDARDS FOR GROUNDWATER (CBSG) ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE FOR
   THIS IRA.  UNFORTUNATELY, IN MANY INSTANCES, THE ARMY HAS FAILED TO
   IDENTIFY THE CORRECT NUMERICAL STANDARDS PURSUANT TO THOSE REGULATIONS.
   INSTEAD IT HAS IDENTIFIED THE PRACTICAL QUANTIFICATION LIMITS (PQLS).
   PQLS ARE DETECTION LIMITS WHICH ARE BASED UPON TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC
   VIABILITY.  SINCE THEY ARE NOT STRICTLY HEALTH-BASED, THEY DO NOT
   REPRESENT THE APPROPRIATE NUMBERS TO BE APPLIED AS ARARS.  THE ARMY MUST
   RECOGNIZE THE STANDARDS LISTED IN THESE REGULATIONS, NOT THE PQLS.
   (PLEASE NOTE THAT THE REPORT ERRONEOUSLY CITES SECTION 3.11.4.C.4.  THIS
   CITATION SHOULD BE CORRECTED TO READ: 3.11.5.C.4.) TO THE EXTENT THAT
   USATHAMA CERTIFIED REPORTING LIMITS (CRLS) EXCEED THESE STANDARDS,
   EFFORTS MUST BE MADE TO LOWER THE CRLS IN THE MEAN TIME, EFFLUENT
   CONCENTRATIONS OF THESE CHEMICALS MUST BE BELOW CRLS.

   THE FOLLOWING CHEMICALS HAD PQLS LISTED INSTEAD OF THE APPROPRIATE
   HEALTH-BASED STANDARD:

   CHEMICAL                     STANDARD  POL       SOURCE

   ALDRIN                       .002      .1        CBSG
   CHLORDANE                    .03                 CBSG
                                .004*     10.0      CBSG
   1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE          .56       6.0       CBSG
   DIELDRIN                     .002      .1        CBSG

   * HUMAN HEALTH GROUNDWATER STANDARD

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY BELIEVES IT HAS APPLIED THE PQLS AS DISCHARGE
   STANDARDS, CONSISTENT WITH THE COLORADO REGULATIONS.  THE REFERENCED
   CITATION HAS BEEN CORRECTED.

   9. PAGE 18, PARAGRAPH 3: THE ARMY'S REPORT MUST PROVIDE RATIONALE FOR
   ITS SELECTION OF CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARS.  THE MOST CONSERVATIVE ARAR
   FROM ANY OF THE ACKNOWLEDGED REGULATORY SOURCES OR "TO BE CONSIDERED"
   MUST BE DESIGNATED.  CURRENTLY, THE ARMY APPEARS TO HAVE CHOSEN FROM THE
   SOURCES ARBITRARILY.  IN ADDITION, SINCE FIRST CREEK, AS NOTED BY THE
   ARMY AT PAGE 17, IS CLASSIFIED FOR RECREATIONAL AND WARM WATER AQUATIC
   AS WELL AS AGRICULTURAL USES, ALL OF THOSE STANDARDS ARE APPLICABLE, AND
   THE MOST CONSERVATIVE MUST BE INCORPORATED INTO THE ARMY'S DOCUMENT.
   CHEMICALS FOR WHICH THE ARMY FAILED TO DESIGNATE LOWER AQUATIC (LIFE)
   STANDARDS INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

   CHEMICAL           ARMY ARAR/TBC                 AQUATIC

   CHLORDANE          10/2                          .0043



   DDT                .1                            .001

   DIELDRIN           .1/.002                       .0019

   ENDRIN             .1                            .0023

   MALATHION          NONE                          .1

   PARATHION          210                           .013

   CHROMIUM           50                            CHRONIC: 11
                                                    (FOR HEXAVALENT
                                                    CHROMIUM WHICH IS
                                                    TOXIC TO FISH.)

   COPPER             200                           CHRONIC E=(0.8545 {1N
                                                     (HARDNESS)} - 1.465

   MERCURY            2                             CHRONIC 0.1
                                                    (AQUATIC) OR FRV
                                                    (FISH)(6) = .01

   ZINC               2000                          CHRONIC
                                                    (HARDNESS

   AS INDICATED ABOVE, THE ARARS DESIGNATED BY THE ARMY FOR METALS ARE NOT
   PROTECTIVE OF AQUATIC LIFE.  THIS IS OF PARTICULAR CONCERN TO THE STATE
   SINCE THE PROPOSED NPDES PERMIT CONTAINS NO EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS FOR
   METALS.

   RESPONSE: FOR CHLORDANE, DDT, DIELDRIN, AND ENDRIN; SEE THE RESPONSE TO
   COMMENT 8.  MALATHION WAS NOT LISTED IN THE FINAL DRAFT DECISION
   DOCUMENT BECAUSE IT WAS NOT LIKELY TO BE CONTAINED IN THE SYSTEM
   INFLUENT.  THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT WAS REVISED IN RESPONSE TO
   THIS COMMENT.

   10. PAGE 18, PARAGRAPH 3: THE ARMY FAILS TO LIST ANY STANDARDS FOR
   METHYLENE CHLORIDE; HOWEVER, THE CANCER ASSESSMENT GROUP HAS ESTABLISHED
   A HEALTH-BASED NUMBER OF 4.8 UG/L WHICH SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.

   RESPONSE: THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT WAS REVISED IN RESPONSE TO
   THIS COMMENT.

   11. PAGE 18, PARAGRAPH 3:  THE ARMY FAILED TO ADDRESS STATE NARRATIVE
   STANDARDS WHICH WERE IDENTIFIED AS ARARS.  THESE NARRATIVE STANDARDS
   INCLUDE:

   CBSM SECTION 3.1.11 (C) (COLOR, ODOR, OTHER NUISANCE);
   CBSM SECTION 3.1.11 (D) (FREE FROM TOXICS); AND
   CBSM SECTION 3.1.8 (ANTI-DEGRADATION).

   THESE STANDARDS SHOULD BE APPLIED TO ANY CHEMICALS FOR WHICH THE STATE
   HAS NOT PROMULGATED NUMERICAL STANDARDS.  IN PARTICULAR, APPLICATION OF
   SECTION 3.1.11 (C) WILL PROBABLY RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER
   STANDARD FOR DCPD WHICH IS KNOWN TO BE A HIGHLY ODORIFEROUS COMPOUND.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT THE APPLICATION OF THE MANY NUMERICAL
   ARAR STANDARDS IDENTIFIED IN THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT COMBINED
   WITH THE DESIGN EFFORTS CONCERNING TBCS, OPERATES TO SATISFY THE STATE'S
   NARRATIVE STANDARDS.  THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT NO MORE EXTENSIVE OR
   EFFICIENT WATER TREATMENT SYSTEM CAN BE IDENTIFIED WITHIN COLORADO.

   12. PAGE 18, PARAGRAPH 3: THE ARMY HAS DESIGNATED 100 UG/L AS ITS ARAR



   FOR CHLOROFORM.  AS THE STATE HAS POINTED OUT INNUMERABLE TIMES, THIS
   NUMBER IS NOT RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE BECAUSE IT IS BASED UPON THE
   TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY OF REMOVING TRIHALOMETHANES FROM DOMESTIC WATER
   TREATMENT SYSTEMS.  SUCH CONSIDERATIONS ARE IRRELEVANT TO THIS IRA.
   SINCE THIS LIMIT IS NOT PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH, IT CANNOT BE
   DESIGNATED AS AN ARAR.  THE STATE HAS PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED .19 UG/L AS AN
   APPROPRIATE HEALTH-BASED NUMBER.

   RESPONSE: A TBC FOR CHLOROFORM HAS BEEN INCLUDED BASED ON THE EPA HEALTH
   RISK INFORMATION.  BOTH THE IDENTIFIED ARAR AND TBC ARE BELOW ANY STATE
   STANDARDS IDENTIFIED IN EITHER THE CBSM OR CBSG.

   13. PAGE 20, PARAGRAPH 1: THE TEXT STATES THAT THE TBC LEVEL FOR DIMP IS
   600 UG/L, BASED ON AN EPA HEALTH ADVISORY.  AS THE ARMY IS AWARE, THE
   STATE IS CURRENTLY IN THE PROCESS OF PROMULGATING A STATE-WIDE DIMP
   STANDARD.  THE NUMBER IS EXPECTED TO BE SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER THAN THE EPA
   HEALTH ADVISORY NUMBER.  THE ARMY SHOULD ANTICIPATE THE PROMULGATION OF
   A STATE STANDARD IN THE DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TREATMENT SYSTEM.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY IS NOT AWARE OF THE STATE FORMALLY PROPOSING ANY
   STATEWIDE DIMP STANDARD.  IF ANY SUCH STANDARD IS PROMULGATED, IT WILL
   BE EVALUATED IN THE CERCLA PROCESS.

   14. PAGE 21, PARAGRAPH 1: THE DOCUMENT STATES THAT STANDARDS OF 40 CFR
   PART 50, THE NATIONAL PRIMARY AND SECONDARY AMBIENT AIR QUALITY
   STANDARDS, ARE CONSIDERED NEITHER APPLICABLE NOR RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE TO THE IRA.  THESE STANDARDS ARE CLEARLY ARARS BECAUSE THE
   AREA AFFECTED BY OPERATION OF THE IRA IS WITHIN AN AIR QUALITY CONTROL
   REGION.  THE DOCUMENT SHOULD BE REVISED TO REFLECT THIS.

   THE NATIONAL PRIMARY AND SECONDARY AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
   CONTAINED IN 40 CFR PARTS 50.4, 50.8, 50.9, AND 50.11 FOR SULFUR OXIDES,
   CARBON MONOXIDE, OZONE, AND NITROGEN OXIDES, RESPECTIVELY, ARE
   APPLICABLE, REGARDLESS OF WHETHER AN AIR STRIPPER IS INVOLVED.

   THE FEDERAL AND STATE AMBIENT AIR STANDARDS FOR PARTICULATE MATTER ARE
   ALSO APPLICABLE.  SECTION 50.6 OF 40 CFR PROHIBITS PARTICULATE EMISSIONS
   THAT WOULD CONTRIBUTE TO AN EXCEEDANCE IN THE AMBIENT AIR OF 50
   MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER ANNUAL ARITHMETIC MEAN, OR 150 MICROGRAMS PER
   CUBIC METER FOR ANY 24-HOUR AVERAGE FOR NO MORE THAN ONE DAY PER YEAR.
   COLORADO'S REGULATIONS PROHIBIT PARTICULATE EMISSIONS THAT WOULD
   CONTRIBUTE TO AN EXCEEDANCE IN THE AMBIENT AIR OF 75 MICROGRAMS PER
   CUBIC METER IN ANY 24-HOUR PERIOD (NOT TO OCCUR MORE THAN ONCE EACH
   YEAR).  COLORADO ALSO HAS A SECONDARY STANDARD OF 60 MICROGRAMS PER
   CUBIC METER AS A GUIDE TO BE USED IN ASSESSING IMPLEMENTATION PLANS TO
   ACHIEVE THE 24-HOUR STANDARD.  (SEE 5 CCR 1001-14.)

   THE COLORADO AMBIENT LEAD STANDARD IS 1.5 MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER AS
   A MONTHLY AVERAGE (SEE 5 CCR 1001-10, SECTION VI), AND THE FEDERAL
   STANDARD IS 1.5 MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER AS A CALENDAR QUARTER (THREE
   MONTH) AVERAGE.  THE STATE STANDARD IS THEREFORE AN ARAR.

   RESPONSE: THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT CONTAINS A DETAILED ANALYSIS
   OF THE REASONS THESE AMBIENT AIR STANDARDS ARE NOT APPLICABLE OR
   RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM.

   15. PAGE 21, PARAGRAPH 2: THE DOCUMENT STATES THAT THE STANDARDS
   CONTAINED IN 40 CFR PARTS 60 AND 61 ARE NOT ARARS DUE TO THE
   DISSIMILARITY BETWEEN THE NESHAP SOURCES AND THE IRA OPERATIONS.
   HOWEVER, COLORADO REGULATIONS THAT ARE MORE STRINGENT THAT 40 CFR PARTS
   60 AND 61 ARE ARARS.  FOR EXAMPLE, THE COLORADO MERCURY REGULATION, 5
   CCR 1001-10, REGULATION 8, SECTION IV, APPLIES TO  "ANY... SOURCE USING
   MERCURY IN ANY FORM" AND IS THEREFORE MORE STRINGENT THAN ITS FEDERAL



   COUNTERPART.

   RESPONSE: THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT CONTAINS A DETAILED ANALYSIS
   OF THE REASONS WHY 40 CFR.  PARTS 60 AND 61 ARE NOT ARARS.  AS THE STATE
   NOTED IN SPECIFIC COMMENT 16, THE STATE MERCURY STANDARD IS IDENTIFIED
   AS AN ARAR.

   16. PAGE 21, PARAGRAPH 5: ALTHOUGH THE DOCUMENT CORRECTLY LISTS COLORADO
   REGULATION 8 CONCERNING MERCURY EMISSIONS AS AN ARAR, THE DOCUMENT FAILS
   TO LIST COLORADO REGULATION 7 CONCERNING VOCS.

   ANY NEW SOURCE OF VOC AIR EMISSIONS IN AN OZONE NONATTAINMENT AREAS SUCH
   AS THE ARSENAL MUST USE EMISSION CONTROLS REPRESENTING REASONABLY
   AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (RACT) AS DETERMINED BY THE AIR POLLUTION
   CONTROL DIVISION OF CDH.  IF THE DIVISION IS UNABLE TO DETERMINE RACT,
   THEN THE SOURCE MAY NOT EMIT MORE THAN 204 KILOGRAMS (450 POUNDS) OF
   VOCS PER HOUR OR MORE THAN 1,361 KILOGRAMS (3,000 POUNDS) OF VOCS PER
   DAY.  (SEE 5 CCR 1001-9, REGULATION NO. 7, SECTIONS III AND IV.) ANY
   STORAGE OR TRANSFER OF VOCS THAT MAY BE INVOLVED IN THE AIR STRIPPER OR
   OTHER ASPECTS OF THIS IRA MUST ALSO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF 5 CCR
   1001-9, REGULATION NO. 7, SECTIONS III AND IV.

   ALTHOUGH THE STATE IS COMMENTING ON CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC,
   ACTION-SPECIFIC AND LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS, THE STATE RESERVES THE
   RIGHT TO COMMENT ON MORE SPECIFIC ARARS REGARDING EMISSIONS FURTHER IN
   THE PROCESS.  WHEN THE ARMY FURTHER IDENTIFIES THE SPECIFIC PROCESSES TO
   BE USED IN THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM.  FOR EXAMPLE, THE
   ARMY STATES THAT THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT WILL INCLUDE A METAL
   PRECIPITATION UNIT.  THIS DOES NOT PROVIDE ENOUGH INFORMATION FOR
   SIGNIFICANT STATE COMMENT.

   RESPONSE: COLORADO REGULATION NO. 7 SECTION III AND IV WERE REVIEWED AND
   CONSIDERED NOT TO BE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE TO THIS
   TREATMENT SYSTEM.  THE STATE MAY COMMENT ON SPECIFIC PROCESSES DURING
   THE DESIGN PHASE OF THIS IRA.  THE VOC EMISSION LEVELS CITED BY THE
   STATE FAR EXCEED ANTICIPATED EMISSIONS FROM ANY AIR STRIPPER INCLUDED IN
   THIS IRA TREATMENT SYSTEM.

   17. PAGE 23, PARAGRAPH 2: IT IS UNCLEAR WHY THE DOCUMENT REFERENCES THE
   ARMY'S "SIGNIFICANT EXPERIENCE" WITH THE CONSTRUCTION OF EXTRACTION AND
   REINJECTION WELLS.  THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM DOES NOT
   INVOLVE ANY EXTRACTION AND REINJECTION WELLS.  THIS STATEMENT SHOULD BE
   DELETED.

   RESPONSE: WELLS REPRESENT EXCAVATION AT DEPTH, WHICH INCREASES THE
   POTENTIAL FOR AIR EMISSION.

   18. PAGE 23, PARAGRAPH 3: THE DOCUMENT STATES, "THIS IRA DOES NOT
   CONTEMPLATE CONSTRUCTION OF WELLS, THEREFORE ALMOST ELIMINATING ANY
   CHANCE OF AIR EMISSIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION." THE IMPLICATION THAT ONLY
   WELL CONSTRUCTION CAUSES AIR EMISSION IS MISLEADING.  THE STATEMENT
   SHOULD THEREFORE BE OMITTED.

   RESPONSE: SEE RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENT NO. 17.

   19. PAGE 24, PARAGRAPH 2: THIS PARAGRAPH SHOULD BE CLARIFIED TO INDICATE
   THAT APPLICABLE REGULATIONS PROHIBIT THE TRANSPORTATION OF PARTICULATE
   MATTER THAT WILL RESULT IN AN AMBIENT CONCENTRATION ABOVE AMOUNTS SET BY
   FEDERAL AND STATE REGULATIONS, NOT SIMPLY THAT THERE WILL BE NO
   EMISSIONS ABOVE THESE LEVELS.  ALSO, THE FIGURES IN THIS PARAGRAPH
   SHOULD BE CORRECTED TO INDICATE THAT THE FEDERAL REGULATION (40 CFR
   50.6) PROHIBITS CONTRIBUTION TO AN EXCEEDANCE OF 50 MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC
   METER ANNUAL ARITHMETIC MEAN, OR 150 MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER FOR ANY



   24-HOUR AVERAGE FOR MORE THAN ONE DAY PER YEAR, AND THAT THE STATE
   REGULATION PROHIBITS CONTRIBUTION TO AN EXCEEDANCE OF 75 MICROGRAMS PER
   CUBIC METER ANNUAL GEOMETRIC MEAN OR 160 MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER IN
   ANY 24-HOUR PERIOD (NOT TO OCCUR MORE THAN ONCE PER YEAR).  COLORADO
   ALSO HAS A SECONDARY STANDARD OF 60 MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER AS A
   GUIDE TO BE USED IN ASSESSING IMPLEMENTATION PLANS TO ACHIEVE THE
   24-HOUR STANDARD.  (5 CCR 1001-14.)

   THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT IRA MUST NOT VIOLATE THE PROVISIONS OF 5 CCR
   1001-4 WHICH PROHIBIT EMISSION OF ODOROUS AIR CONTAMINANTS FROM ANY
   SINGLE SOURCE IN EXCESS OF SPECIFIED LIMITS.

   RESPONSE: THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REVISED IN RESPONSE
   TO THIS COMMENT.

   20. PACE 24, PARAGRAPH 3: IN ITS SECTION ON AIR STRIPPER OPERATIONS, THE
   DOCUMENT FAILS TO LIST COLORADO REGULATIONS 7, FOR VOCS, AND REGULATION
   8 FOR MERCURY.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY WILL UTILIZE THE EMISSION LEVELS FOR VOCS AS DEFINED
   IN OSWER DIRECTIVE 9355.0-28, "CONTROL OF AIR EMISSIONS FROM SUPERFUND
   AIR STRIPPERS AT SUPERFUND GROUNDWATER SITES." THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION
   DOCUMENT REFLECTS THE STATE'S REGULATION 8 FOR MERCURY IN THE
   CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARAR SECTION, AS IT WAS IN THE PROPOSED DECISION
   DOCUMENT.

   21.PAGE 24, PARAGRAPH 5: THE TEXT STATES THAT "THE PROVISIONS OF 29 CFR
   1910.120 ARE APPLICABLE TO WORKERS AT THE SITE BECAUSE THESE PROVISIONS
   SPECIFICALLY ADDRESS HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE RESPONSE OPERATIONS UNDER
   CERCLA." ALTHOUGH 29 CFR 1910.120 APPEARS APPLICABLE, IT IS NOT
   APPLICABLE SOLELY BY REASON OF SPECIFICALLY ADDRESSING HAZARDOUS
   SUBSTANCE RESPONSE OPERATIONS UNDER CERCLA.  AS STATED IN COLORADO'S
   GENERAL COMMENT NO. 30 AND SPECIFIC COMMENT NO. 162 CONCERNING THE
   OFF-POST EA/FS, THE TERM "APPLICABLE" IN THE PHRASE "APPLICABLE OR
   RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS" IS NOT LIMITED TO THOSE
   REQUIREMENTS SPECIFICALLY ADDRESSING A CERCLA SITE.  THE NCP'S
   DEFINITION OF "APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS" IS "THOSE FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS
   THAT WOULD BE LEGALLY APPLICABLE, WHETHER DIRECTLY, OR AS INCORPORATED
   BY A FEDERALLY AUTHORIZED STATE PROGRAM IF THE RESPONSE ACTIONS WERE NOT
   UNDERTAKEN PURSUANT TO CERCLA SECTION 104 OR 106." THUS, "APPLICABLE"
   ACTUALLY REFERS TO THOSE REQUIREMENTS THAT WOULD GOVERN INDEPENDENTLY OF
   CERCLA, MAKING THE ARMY'S INTERPRETATION OF "APPLICABLE" DIRECTLY
   CONTRARY TO THE EPA'S DEFINITION IN THE NCP.  THE ARMY'S RELIANCE ON THE
   PROPOSED NCP IS MISPLACED; UNTIL IT BECOMES FINAL THE CURRENT NCP IS THE
   LAW AND MUST BE FOLLOWED.

   RESPONSE: THE FINAL NCP HAS BEEN SENT TO THE FEDERAL REGISTER AND THE
   ARMY IS PROCEEDING CONSISTENT WITH THAT DOCUMENT.

   22. PAGE 24, PARAGRAPH 6: THE ARMY REJECTS CERTAIN COLORADO AIR
   REGULATIONS AS "APPLICABLE" REQUIREMENTS BECAUSE "THEY SPECIFICALLY DO
   NOT ADDRESS A REMEDIAL ACTION OR CIRCUMSTANCE UNDER CERCLA." AS STATED
   IN THE PRECEDING COMMENT CONCERNING PAGE SEVEN, PARAGRAPH ONE,
   "APPLICABLE" REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT SO NARROWLY DEFINED.

   RESPONSE: THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT WAS REVISED IN RESPONSE TO
   THIS COMMENT.

   23. PAGE 27, PARAGRAPH 14: THE TEXT STATES, "THE ARMY HAS NOT DETERMINED
   THAT ANY LISTED WASTE SUBJECT TO LDR {LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS} WILL
   BE PRESENT IN THE INFLUENT TREATED BY THIS IRA.  " THE ARMY SHOULD,
   HOWEVER, MAKE SUCH A DETERMINATION, FIRST BY IDENTIFYING WHAT
   CONTAMINANTS WILL BE PRESENT IN THE INFLUENT AND THEN BY EXAMINING HOW



   AND WHEN SECTION 3004 OF RCRA AND THE REGULATIONS AT 40 CFR PART 268
   APPLY TO EACH CONTAMINANT.

   RESPONSE: THE EPA IS CURRENTLY DEVELOPING GUIDANCE CONCERNING THE
   LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS (LDR) AND THEIR AFFECT ON CERCLA CLEANUP
   ACTIVITIES.  IF IT IS DETERMINED THAT A LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTED WASTE
   IS PRESENT, THE ARMY WILL ACT IN A MANNER CONSISTENT WITH EPA GUIDANCE
   THEN IN EFFECT FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF SUCH AS THE CONTEXT OF CERCLA
   CLEANUP ACTIONS.  THE STATE'S RECOMMENDATION IS MORE APPROPRIATELY
   CONDUCTED DURING THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE OF THIS IRA.

   24. PAGE 28, PARAGRAPH 2: THE PARAGRAPH DEALS WITH ARARS REGARDING(SIC)
   THE DISPOSAL OF SOLID RESIDUES FROM THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT.  THE
   DOCUMENT STATES THAT, {S}LUDGES WHICH REMAIN FROM THE TREATMENT SYSTEM
   WILL BE SIMILARLY MANAGED," REFERRING TO THE PRECEEDING{SIC} PARAGRAPH
   ON SOIL REMOVAL,(SIC).  HOWEVER, NEITHER OF THE TWO DOCUMENTS CITED IN
   THE ABOVE PARAGRAPH, TASK NO. 32, TECHNICAL PLAN, SAMPLING WASTE
   HANDLING NOR THE EPA MEMORANDUM OF JULY 12, 1985 (INCLUDED AS AN
   APPENDIX TO "SAMPLING WASTE HANDLING") IS APPLICABLE TO THE MANAGEMENT
   AND DISPOSAL OF THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM SLUDGES.  AS THE
   TITLE OF THE FIRST DOCUMENT SUGGESTS, THE TECHNICAL PLAN WAS DESIGNED TO
   MANAGE WASTES FROM THE RI/FS SAMPLING PROGRAM.

   THE OTHER DOCUMENT CITED BY THE ARMY IS ALSO INTENDED ONLY FOR THE
   MANAGEMENT OF CONTAMINATED MATERIALS GENERATED OR DISTURBED DURING RI/FS
   SAMPLING ACTIVITIES.  ITS TITLE IS "EPA REGION VIII PROCEDURE FOR
   HANDLING OF MATERIALS FROM DRILLING, TRENCH EXCAVATION, AND
   DECONTAMINATION DURING CERCLA RI/FS OPERATIONS AT THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN
   ARSENAL."  THE FIRST PARAGRAPH CLARIFIES THAT "DECONTAMINATION" IN THE
   TITLE REFERS TO PERSONNEL OR EQUIPMENT.  MOREOVER, IF THE ARMY INTENDED
   TO IMPLY THAT THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM SLUDGES WILL BE
   MANAGED IN THE SAME MANNER AS WASTES DISCUSSED IN TASK 32, WE BELIEVE
   THAT THE MEASUREMENTS FOR THE DISPOSAL OF THE SLUDGES ARE TOO VAGUE.  AS
   DESCRIBED IN "SAMPLING WASTES HANDLING: ON PAGE 27, SECTION 3.3.5.5.

   MISCELLANEOUS DRUMMED WASTES (CONTAMINATED TRASH AND CLOTHING, UNKNOWNS,
   ETC.) WILL BE KEPT IN LONG TERM STORAGE UNTIL THE RI/FS HAS BEEN
   COMPLETED OR UNTIL A DISPOSAL OPTION BECOMES AVAILABLE.

   THE DECISION DOCUMENT MUST SET FORTH A SPECIFIC PROGRAM FOR DISPOSING OF
   THESE SLUDGES.  THIS PROGRAM MUST COMPLY WITH STATE AND FEDERAL
   REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO THE MANAGEMENT OF HAZARDOUS WASTE.

   RESPONSE: THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT OUTLINES HOW SLUDGES FROM
   THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL BE HANDLED.

   25. PAGE 28, PARAGRAPH 3: THE TEXT STATES THAT FOR MATERIAL DETERMINED
   TO BE HAZARDOUS WASTE, SUBSTANTIVE RCRA PROVISIONS ARE APPLICABLE TO
   THEIR MANAGEMENT.  THE LIQUID RECEIVED AT THE CERCLA WASTEWATER
   TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL CONTAIN WASTE FROM RCRA UNITS; THEREFORE, IT IS
   THE STATE'S POSITION THAT THE PROCEDURAL AS WELL AS SUBSTANTIVE
   PROVISIONS OF CHWMA APPLY.  SEE GENERAL COMMENT 1.  THEREFORE ANY
   TREATMENT, STORAGE OR DISPOSAL OF THE LIQUIDS REQUIRES A CHWMA PERMIT.
   IN ADDITION, THE SOLID RESIDUE FROM THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT MUST
   BE TREATED AS A HAZARDOUS WASTE.  ANY RESIDUE FROM THE TREATMENT OF A
   LISTED HAZARDOUS WASTE REMAINS A HAZARDOUS WASTE UNLESS DELISTED.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY DISAGREES THAT ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS OF THE CHWMA
   APPLY TO THIS IRA.  EPA GUIDANCE CLEARLY SUPPORTS THE ARMY'S POSITION.
   AS STATED IN THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT, THE ARMY WILL MANAGE
   HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES CONSISTENT WITH THE EPA GUIDANCE THEN IN EFFECT FOR
   SUCH ACTIONS AT CERCLA SITES.



   26. PAGE 28, PARAGRAPH 4: THE TEXT STATES, "IT IS NOT BELIEVED THAT THE
   INFLUENT FOR THIS TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL EXHIBIT ANY OF THE
   CHARACTERISTICS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE IDENTIFIED IN SUBPART C OF 40 CFR
   PART 261 DUE TO THE LOW LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS ANTICIPATED TO BE
   CONTAINED IN THE INFLUENT."  THE STATE REITERATES ITS POSITION THAT THIS
   STATEMENT IS UNSUBSTANTIATED AND SHOULD THEREFORE BE DELETED.  FOR
   EXAMPLE, NUMEROUS GROUNDWATER SAMPLES CONTAIN CONCENTRATIONS OF ENDRIN
   IN QUANTITIES GREATER THAN 20 PPB; THEREFORE IT WOULD BE A
   CHARACTERISTIC HAZARDOUS WASTE UNDER 261.24(B).

   RESPONSE: BASED UPON THE ARMY'S EXPERIENCE IN OPERATING THE CURRENT
   SOUTH PLANTS WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY AND THE CHARACTERISTICS OF
   THE INFLUENT TO THAT SYSTEM, THE ARMY DOES NOT EXPECT THAT THE SYSTEM
   INFLUENT TREATED BY THIS IRA WILL EXHIBIT THE CHARACTERISTICS OF
   HAZARDOUS WASTE IDENTIFIED IN SUBPART L OF 40 CFR PART 261.

                 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SHELL OIL COMPANY
                       ON THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT
                                 DECEMBER 1989

   GENERAL COMMENTS:

   1. SHELL CONCURS WITH THE ARMY'S DECISION TO DESIGN, CONSTRUCT, AND
   OPERATE A NEW WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM, INSTEAD OF EXTENSIVE
   MODIFICATIONS TO THE EXISTING SYSTEM IN THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA.

   RESPONSE: COMMENT NOTED.

   1. SECTION 1.0 WOULD BE CLEARER IF ANOTHER SHORT PARAGRAPH WERE ADDED TO
   SUMMARIZE THE DECISION.  THE SECOND PARAGRAPH DESCRIBES THE PROTECT AS
   INSTALLATION OF A NEW SYSTEM, WHILE THE THIRD PARAGRAPH THEN MENTIONS
   INVESTIGATION OF VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES TO EXPAND THE EXISTING SYSTEM.
   ANOTHER PARAGRAPH WOULD THEN STATE THE DECISION TO PROCEED WITH A NEW
   SYSTEM.  OTHERWISE, THE READER DOES NOT COME TO THE FINAL CHOICE UNTIL
   MUCH LATER.

   RESPONSE: A PARAGRAPH SUMMARIZING THE DECISION TO BUILD A NEW TREATMENT
   SYSTEM HAS BEEN ADDED TO SECTION 1.0 OF THE DRAFT FINAL DECISION DOCUMENT.

   2. THE FFA (22.1(M)) DOES NOT NARROWLY SPECIFY AN ASSESSMENT OF THE NEED
   FOR A NEW FACILITY, AS THE SECOND PARAGRAPH STATES.  THE FFA PROVIDES
   FOR ". . . A PROGRAM TO TREAT WASTEWATER . . . OR DEVELOPMENT OF OTHER
   APPROPRIATE MEASURES FOR THE DISPOSAL OR REUSE OF SUCH WATER." IT IS
   SUGGESTED THAT THE SECOND PARAGRAPH BEGIN WITH THE APPROPRIATE WORDS FOR
   THE FFA, AND THEN FOLLOW WITH DESCRIPTIONS OF THE TWO BASIC APPROACHES
   DESCRIBED (MODIFICATION OF EXISTING, AND NEW FACILITY).

   RESPONSE: THE TEXT HAS BEEN CHANGED TO REFLECT THIS COMMENT.

   3. SECTION 2.0 CONTAINS ONLY TWO SENTENCES (THE LAST PARAGRAPH) THAT
   RELATE TO THE TITLE "HISTORY OF THE RMA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM."
   THE OTHER THREE PARAGRAPHS SHOULD BE DELETED, OR THE SECTION RETITLED
   AND THE LAST PARAGRAPH PUT ELSEWHERE.  WE SUGGEST THE FORMER APPROACH,
   AND THE MATERIAL IN SECTION 5.0 INCLUDED.  THIS WOULD SUPPLY ALL THE
   BACKGROUND INFORMATION BEFORE THE OBJECTIVES AND ALTERNATIVES SECTIONS.

   RESPONSE: ALL DECISION DOCUMENTS HAVE TYPICALLY INCLUDED GENERAL
   BACKGROUND INFORMATION ABOUT THE ARSENAL THAT GOES BEYOND THE IRA IN
   QUESTION.  HOWEVER, SECTION 2.0 HAS BEEN RENAMED "BACKGROUND" TO REFLECT
   THE GENERAL NATURE OF THIS SECTION.

   4. PAGE 5, THIRD PARAGRAPH.  THE CRITERIA LISTED DO NOT RELATE TO THE
   "SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES" OF THE SECOND PARAGRAPH, BUT RATHER TO THE GOAL



   STATED IN THE FIRST PARAGRAPH.

   RESPONSE: THE TEXT HAS BEEN CHANGED TO REFLECT THIS COMMENT.

   5. PAGE 5, THIRD PARAGRAPH, THIRD BULLET.  CHANGE "AND" TO "OR."

   RESPONSE: THE TEXT HAS BEEN CHANGED TO REFLECT THIS COMMENT.

   6. PAGE 6, THIRD PARAGRAPH. INSERT "IRA OBJECTIVES AND" BEFORE "CERCLA."

   RESPONSE: THE TEXT HAS BEEN CHANGED TO REFLECT THIS COMMENT.

   7. SUGGEST 4.1 BE RETITLED "SHUTDOWN OF EXISTING SYSTEM WITHIN SOUTH
   PLANTS AREA" SINCE THAT IS IN FACT WHAT IS DESCRIBED INSTEAD OF NO
   ACTION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD NOT ACHIEVE THE IRA GOAL, OR THE
   SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES; HENCE THEY SHOULD BE REFERENCED, NOT THE CRITERIA.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY DISAGREES WITH THIS COMMENT.  THE EXISTING SOUTH
   PLANTS TREATMENT SYSTEM WOULD NOT BE SHUT DOWN BUT RATHER LEFT IN
   SERVICE AS IS.  DECIDING WHETHER THIS OBJECTIVE ACHIEVES THE IRA GOAL
   AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES IS THE PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED DECISION
   DOCUMENT, BUT DOES NOT WARRANT DISMISSAL OF AN ALTERNATIVE TO BE CONSIDERED.

   8. THE THIRD PARAGRAPH IS UNCLEAR.  RECOMMEND REWORDING THAT MORE
   CLEARLY STATES THE OFFSETS.  IN A NUTSHELL, ANY POTENTIAL FOR AVOIDING
   NEW CAPITAL BY THE REUSE OF OLD EQUIPMENT IS MORE THAN OFFSET BY THE
   COST OF THE NEW SEWER, AND THE HIGH COSTS OF BOTH ENGINEERING AND FIELD
   WORK NEEDED TO FIT A NEW DESIGN TO A MIXED ASSORTMENT OF MISMATCHED
   EQUIPMENT.  SALVAGE VALUE IS A SEPARATE ISSUE THAT WILL PRESUMABLY BE
   EVALUATED BY THE SOUTH PLANTS CLOSURE EFFORT; I.E., WHETHER EQUIPMENT
   SHOULD BE CLEANED UP AND SOLD OR SIMPLY SCRAPPED AS IS, IF POSSIBLE.

   RESPONSE: THE DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REWORDED TO MORE CLEARLY STATE THE
   OFFSETS IN COST BETWEEN THE UNRECOVERED SALVAGE VALUE AND THE NEW SEWER
   CONNECTION.  SALVAGE VALUE MUST BE INCLUDED WHEN EVALUATING AN
   ALTERNATIVE'S COST-EFFECTIVENESS.

   9. SECTION 4.3 WOULD BE BETTER TITLED "NEW SYSTEM INSTALLATION" SINCE IT
   IS FOLLOWING THE OTHER TWO ALTERNATIVES JUST DESCRIBED AND EVALUATED IN
   4.1 AND 4.2.  THIS WOULD ALSO AVOID THE IMPLICATION THAT THE SEQUENCE OF
   THE PROCESS ALTERNATIVES IN SECTION 4.4 IS IN FACT THE CHOSEN PROCESS SEQUENCE.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY DISAGREES WITH THIS COMMENT.  THE PRESENT TITLE IS
   MEANT TO CONVEY THAT A DECONTAMINATION PAD IS PLANNED AS PART OF THE
   CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM.  WE DO NOT FEEL THAT THE TITLE
   IMPLIED EQUIPMENT CONFIGURATION.

   10.  COMMENTS RELATED TO SECTION 6.1 AND SELECTED UNIT PROCESSES.

   RESPONSE: THE TEXT HAS BEEN CHANGED TO REFLECT FLEXIBILITY OF MULTIPLE
   CONFIGURATIONS IN THE UNIT PROCESSES.  TEXT THAT MAY HAVE IMPLIED A
   PARTICULAR SEQUENCE OF UNIT PROCESSES IN THE TREATMENT SYSTEM HAS BEEN
   DELETED.

   THE ARMY APPRECIATES YOUR SUGGESTED WORDING FOR THE SELECTED UNIT
   PROCESSES.  EACH COMMENT HAS BEEN CONSIDERED IN REVISING THE DECISION
   DOCUMENT AND WILL BE ADDRESSED DURING THE DESIGN PHASE OF THIS PROJECT.

                 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SHELL OIL COMPANY
                   ON APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
                    REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CERCLA WASTEWATER
                             TREATMENT SYSTEM IRA



                                 DECEMBER 1989

   1. WITH RESPECT TO THE CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS THAT THE ARMY HAS
   PROPOSED AS RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE, SHELL CONTINUES TO OBJECT TO ALL
   ARAR LEVELS BASED ON CAG METHODOLOGY, INCLUDING THOSE FOR ALDRIN,
   BENZENE, CARBON TETRACHLORIDE, DDT, DDE, 1,2-DICHLORETHANE,
   1,1-DICHLOROETHYLENE, 1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE, TRICHLOROETHYLENE, AND VINYL
   CHLORIDE.  SHELL FURTHER OBJECTS TO (10-6) RISK LEVEL FOR REASONS SET
   FORTH IN EARLIER COMMENTS.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY IS AWARE OF SHELL'S POSITION CONCERNING CAG
   METHODOLOGY AND CONSIDERS THIS AN ISSUE WHICH SHELL, IF THEY DESIRE,
   SHOULD PURSUE WITH THE APPROPRIATE DIVISIONS WITHIN EPA HEADQUARTERS
   WHICH HAVE RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEVELOPING METHODOLOGY FOR STANDARD
   SETTING.  THE ARMY WILL CONTINUE TO FOLLOW THE STANDARDS DEVELOPED BY
   EPA AND APPLY EPA GUIDANCE IN DEVELOPING APPROACHES TO THE ARSENAL
   CLEANUP.  THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT USE OF (10-6) RISK LEVEL, AS A POINT OF
   DEPARTURE IS CONSISTENT WITH CURRENT EPA GUIDANCE, AS REFLECTED IN THE
   PROPOSED NCP.

   2. WITH RESPECT TO THE ARAR LEVEL FOR ACRYLONITRILE, SHELL QUESTIONS WHY
   THE STANDARD SHOULD NOT APPLY AT THE POINT OF DISCHARGE TO FIRST CREEK,
   SINCE THAT STANDARD IS INTENDED TO PROTECT AQUATIC LIFE. SHELL ALSO
   QUESTIONS WHY THE ARARS LEVELS FOR DDT, DDE, 1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE,
   ETHYLBENZENE, TETRACHLOROETHYLENE, TOLUENE, AND 1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE
   SHOULD BE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE SINCE FIRST CREEK HAS NOT BEEN
   DESIGNATED AS A WATER SUPPLY SEGMENT.

   RESPONSE: THE ARAR LEVELS FOR THE COMPOUNDS IDENTIFIED BY SHELL IN THIS
   COMMENT ARE ALL DERIVED FROM STATE STANDARDS WHICH WERE MORE STRINGENT
   THAN ANY IDENTIFIED FEDERAL STANDARD.  THE DETERMINATION THAT SUCH
   STANDARDS ARE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA IS
   CONSISTENT WITH EPA GUIDANCE AS CONTAINED IN THE NCP.

   3. SHELL OBJECTS TO STANDARDS BASED ON MCLS, BECAUSE NO ONE WILL USE
   GROUNDWATER FOR DRINKING AT THE POINT WHERE THE ARMY PROPOSES TO APPLY
   THE STANDARDS.  THESE STANDARDS COVER ALL CHEMICALS LISTED UNDER TABLE A
   OF THE SURFACE WATER STANDARDS, AS WELL AS ALDRIN, ARSENIC, BENZENE,
   CADMIUM, CHLORDANE, CHROMIUM, CARBON TECHRACHLORIDE, CHLOROFORM,
   1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE, 1,2-DICHLOROETHANE, L,L-DICHLOROETHYLENE,
   TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHYLENE.  LEAD, MERCURY, 1,1,1 TRICHLOROETHANE,
   TRICHLOROETHYLENE, AND VINYL CHLORIDE.  FOR THE SAME REASON, WE QUESTION
   THE CHLOROBENZENE STANDARD, WHICH IS BASED ON THE EPA LIFETIME DRINKING
   WATER HEALTH ADVISORY, AND THE CHLORIDE LEVEL, WHICH IS BASED ON A
   SECONDARY DRINKING WATER STANDARD.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT THE APPROACH TAKEN IN THIS IRA
   CONCERNING THE IDENTIFICATION OF MCLS AND SIMILAR STATE STANDARDS AS
   RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE IS CONSISTENT WITH THE CURRENT EPA GUIDANCE
   CONCERNING THIS MATTER AS REFLECTED IN THE NCP.

   4. THE STANDARDS FOR COPPER, FLUORIDE, AND ZINC SHOULD ALSO APPLY AT THE
   BOUNDARY SINCE THERE WILL BE NO EXPOSURE THROUGH AGRICULTURAL USES
   INTERNAL TO THE ARSENAL BOUNDARIES FOR THE IRA.

   RESPONSE: SEE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS #2 AND #3.

   5. SHELL OBJECTS TO THE ARAR LEVELS LISTED FOR DIELDRIN AND ENDRIN
   BECAUSE THEY ARE NOT BASED ON EITHER SURFACE OR GROUNDWATER STANDARDS.
   SHELL SUPPORTS 0.03 UG/L FOR DIELDRIN, WHICH IS BASED ON THE WORLD
   HEALTH ORGANIZATION GUIDELINE FOR DRINKING WATER QUALITY.

   RESPONSE: THE STANDARDS IDENTIFIED BY SHELL ARE DERIVED FROM PROMULGATED



   STATE REGULATIONS AND THE ARMY BELIEVES THAT THESE STANDARDS ARE
   RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS IRA, CONSISTENT WITH EPA
   GUIDANCE AS CONTAINED IN THE NCP.

   6. WITH RESPECT TO TBCS, SHELL HAS ALREADY COMMENTED ON ITS POSITION
   THAT "TBCS" ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY CERCLA.  IT ALSO OBJECTS TO UR
   ESTIMATES AT 10 BASED ON CAG METHODOLOGY.  SHELL FURTHER DISAGREES WITH
   THE USE OF RFDS AS ARAR LEVELS WITHOUT CONDUCTING A RISK ASSESSMENT, AND
   TO PROPOSED STANDARDS BEING CONSIDERED FOR CLEAN UP.

   RESPONSE: SHELL'S COMMENT REGARDING TBCS IS NOTED AND SHELL IS REFERRED
   TO PREVIOUS ARMY RESPONSES TO THIS CONCERN.  THE UR ESTIMATE OF (10-6)
   IS A POINT OF DEPARTURE UTILIZED CONSISTENT WITH EPA GUIDANCE.  SEE ALSO
   RESPONSE TO COMMENT #1.

   7. THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM IS BEING DESIGNED TO TREAT
   ORGANIC COMPOUNDS, AND WILL BE ABLE TO TREAT THESE COMPOUNDS TO THE
   CURRENT CERTIFIED REPORTING LIMITS (CRLS).

   RESPONSE: THE CERCLA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL ALSO INCLUDE
   TREATMENT FOR INORGANICS AND METALS.

   8. SHELL REITERATES ITS COMMENT REGARDING 40 CFR PART 60, SUBPART KB
   (STORAGE VESSELS).

   RESPONSE: NO RESPONSE IS NECESSARY AT THIS TIME.  MORE SPECIFIC
   INFORMATION WILL BE AVAILABLE LATER IN THE IRA PROCESS.

   9. THE ARMY STATES THAT IT WILL APPLY BEST PRACTICABLE CONTROL
   TECHNOLOGY TO AIR STRIPPER EMISSIONS, WHICH MEANS THAT IT WILL USE VAPOR
   PHASE CARBON ADSORPTION TECHNOLOGY.  HOWEVER, THE USE OF THIS TECHNOLOGY
   IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE TEXT AT PAGE 8 WHERE THE ARMY INDICATES THAT IT
   WILL ONLY MONITOR THE STACK GASES.

   RESPONSE: THE TEXT ON PAGE 12, LAST BULLET, HAS BEEN CHANGED TO STATE:
   "STACK GAS MONITORING WILL BE REQUIRED TO VERIFY COMPLIANCE WITH AIR
   QUALITY EMISSION STANDARDS.  CONTAMINATED RESIDUE MAY OR MAY NOT BE
   PRODUCED BY THIS PROCESS, DEPENDING ON THE NEED FOR VENT GAS CONTROL."

   10. SHELL RESERVES THE RIGHT TO COMMENT ON HOW ANY GUIDANCE REGARDING
   THE LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS WOULD BE APPLIED IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS
   IRA.  IT HEREBY INCORPORATES COMMENTS SUBMITTED ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL
   NOTICE AND REQUEST FOR COMMENT REGARDING THE APPLICABILITY OF LAND
   DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS TO CERCLA RESPONSE ACTIONS (54 FED. REG. 41, 566
   (OCT.  10, 1989)), WHICH WERE ATTACHED TO OUR DECEMBER 22, 1989 COMMENTS
   ON THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENTS FOR M-1 SETTLING BASINS, MOTOR POOL
   AREA, RAIL CLASSIFICATION AREA, AND LIME SETTLING BASINS.

   RESPONSE: THE ARMY APPRECIATES SHELL'S PROVISIONS OF THE COMMENTS THEY
   PROVIDED TO EPA CONCERNING THE APPLICABILITY OF LAND DISPOSAL
   RESTRICTIONS TO CERCLA RESPONSE ACTIONS.  AS SHELL IS AWARE, GUIDANCE IN
   THIS AREA IS UNDER DEVELOPMENT.  THE ARMY WILL ACT CONSISTENT WITH THE
   EPA GUIDANCE THEN IN EFFECT CONCERNING THIS ISSUE.

                          RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM
                  THE UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
               ON THE PROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT, DECEMBER 1989

   COMMENTS

   WE SUPPORT THE RECONSIDERATION OF MODIFYING THE EXISTING SOUTH PLANT



   TREATMENT SYSTEM AS A VIABLE ALTERNATIVE TO MEET THE IRA OBJECTIVES.
   THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD ELIMINATE THE NEED TO DISTURB AND CONTAMINATE AN
   EXISTING UNDISTURBED, UNCONTAMINATED SITE.  DESTRUCTION OF EXISTING
   WILDLIFE HABITAT SHOULD BE AVOIDED WHEN POSSIBLE.  THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA
   IS ALREADY CONTAMINATED AND WOULD APPEAR TO BE A LOGICAL PLACE TO STORE
   AND PROCESS CONTAMINATED WASTEWATER.

   REGARDLESS OF WHERE THE FACILITY IS PLACED, THE CONSTRUCTION OF
   ADDITIONAL HOLDING TANKS RAISES A CONCERN ABOUT THE POTENTIAL BREACH OF
   A TANK OR TANKS AND RELEASE OF TOXIC MATERIALS IN THE WASTEWATER INTO
   THE SURROUNDING ENVIRONMENT.  APPARENTLY, EPA REQUIRES THAT CONTAINMENT
   CAPACITY (BERM PROTECTION) NEED ONLY PROTECT FOR BREACH OF ONE OF THE
   THREE TANKS, USING THE TANKS LOCATED AT BASIN F AS AN EXAMPLE.  WE
   MAINTAIN THAT IF THE STORAGE TANKS ARE LOCATED WHERE LEAKAGE COULD MOVE
   DOWNHILL FROM AN AREA NEAR TO OR AT THE SOUTH PLANTS THAT COMPLETE BERM
   PROTECTION FOR ALL STORED LIQUIDS BE PROVIDED.  THIS WOULD PREVENT THE
   UNLIKELY, NEVERTHELESS CATASTROPHIC, POSSIBILITY OF ALL TANKS BREACHING
   AND FLOODING INTO ONE OR MORE OF THE LAKES.

   IT IS OUR UNDERSTANDING THAT TRANSFER OF THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT
   DISCHARGE TO THE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WILL BE VIA A CLOSED SYSTEM.
   PLEASE CORRECT US IF THIS IS AN INCORRECT ASSUMPTION.  WE REQUEST
   CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL ASSURANCES THAT DISCHARGE OF THE WASTEWATER,
   AFTER IT PASSES THROUGH THE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT, WILL NOT CAUSE
   UNACCEPTABLE ACUTE OR CHRONIC TOXIC EFFECTS OR A TOXIC RESPONSE AS A
   RESULT OF BIOMAGNIFICATION STEMMING FROM THE PRESENCE OF CONTAMINATION
   IN THE DISCHARGE WATER.

   RESPONSES: THE ARMY'S DECISION TO LOCATE THE NEW CERCLA FACILITY OUTSIDE
   OF THE SOUTH PLANTS AREA WAS BASED ON SEVERAL FACTORS.  THESE
   CONSIDERATIONS WERE EVALUATED IN THE DECISION PROCESS AGAINST THE
   HABITAT CONCERNS YOU RAISED.  SPECIFICALLY, THE ARMY'S CONCERNS WERE
   BASED UPON POTENTIAL WORKER AND OFF-POST COMMUNITY EXPOSURE ASSOCIATED
   WITH SOUTH PLANTS SOIL EXCAVATION OR BUILDING RENOVATION WHICH MAY BE A
   PART OF MODIFYING THE EXISTING SYSTEM.  ADDITIONALLY, THE ARMY WAS
   CONCERNED ABOUT COMPATIBILITY WITH SOUTH PLANTS ABANDONMENT IN SUPPORT
   OF EVENTUAL CLEANUP.  ULTIMATELY, THE DECISION TO CONSTRUCT A NEW
   FACILITY NORTHWEST OF THE INTERSECTION OF 7TH AVENUE AND "D" STREET WAS
   GUIDED BY THESE CONCERNS.  THIS LOCATION IS ADJACENT TO THE SOUTH PLANTS
   AND THE ARMY WILL WORK WITH THE FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE TO MINIMIZE
   IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE HABITATS.

   WITH REGARDS TO YOUR CONCERNS ABOUT SECONDARY CONTAINMENT, THE ARMY
   INTENDS TO PROVIDE COMPLETE BERM PROTECTION FOR INFLUENT STORAGE TANKS.
   THIS DECISION IS DRIVEN BY PROCESS CONSIDERATIONS.  THE SEGREGATION OF
   VARIOUS INFLUENT WASTEWATERS IS CONTEMPLATED AS A METHOD OF SIMPLIFYING
   TREATMENT OPERATIONS.  WITHIN THIS CONCEPT OF SEGREGATED INFLUENT
   WASTEWATER, THE ARMY BELIEVES IT WILL BE BENEFICIAL TO PROVIDE SEPARATE
   AND COMPLETE BERM PROTECTION FOR EACH STORAGE TANK.  THE SAME LOGIC DOES
   NOT, HOWEVER, APPLY TO EFFLUENT STORAGE.  THE ARMY DOES NOT BELIEVE THAT
   LEAKAGE OF TREATED WATER FROM EFFLUENT STORAGE TANKS CONSTITUTES AS
   SIGNIFICANT A RISK.  SECONDARY CONTAINMENT FOR EFFLUENT STORAGE TANKS
   WILL THEREFORE BE CONSISTENT WITH EPA GUIDANCE.  WE ALSO BELIEVE YOUR
   CONCERN OF CATASTROPHIC FLOODING INTO THE LOWER LAKES IS PRECLUDED BY
   THE PROPOSED FACILITY LOCATION PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED.

   THE ARMY WILL UTILIZE A CLOSED SYSTEM FOR DISCHARGE OF TREATED WATER.
   THE PROPOSED DECISION IS FOR DISCHARGE TO THE SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM.  IN
   RESPONSE TO STATE CONCERNS, THE ARMY WILL EVALUATE AS PART OF THE DESIGN
   PROCESS, ALTERNATIVE DISPOSAL OPTIONS.  PLEASE SEE THE RESPONSE GIVEN TO
   THE STATE'S GENERAL COMMENT.


